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The BLM's multiple-use mission is to sustain the health and productivity of public
lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations.

The Bureau accomplishes this by managing such activities as outdoor recreation,
livestock grazing, mineral development, and energy production, and by conserving
natural, historical, cultural, and other resources on public lands.
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Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Bighorn Basin Resource Management Plan (RMP) Revision Project is a combined effort to revise
RMPs for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Cody Field Office (CYFO) and BLM Worland Field Office
(WFQ). This document refers to the combined CYFO and WFO planning areas as the Planning Area. The
BLM published the Notice of Availability (NOA) announcing the release of the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for public review and comment in the Federal Register
on April 22, 2011. This notice initiated the 90-day comment period. At the request of the public and
cooperating agencies, the BLM extended the comment period by 45 days, for a total comment period of
135 days. The comment period ended on September 7, 2011. During the 135-day comment period, the
BLM hosted six public meetings within the Planning Area to gather comments on the Draft RMP and
Draft EIS and to answer questions from the public.

In July 2012, the BLM Rocky Mountain Regional Interdisciplinary Team identified the need to prepare a
Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and Draft EIS (the Supplement) to consider incorporation of
proposed management actions in designated greater sage-grouse Key and Priority Habitat Areas and to
thoroughly consider the conservation measures identified in the Greater Sage-grouse National Technical
Team (NTT) Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures (Sage-grouse NTT 2011), as
referenced in BLM Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2012-044 (BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Land
Use Planning Strategy). The NOA announcing the release of the Supplement published in the Federal
Register on July 12, 2013, initiated a 90-day comment period. The BLM initially scheduled 90 days for
public comment and the original date for the close of the comment period was October 12, 2013.
However, due to the lapse in appropriations and the resulting federal government shutdown, the
documents were not available on the BLM website from October 1 through October 16, 2013 and the
BLM extended the comment period 20 days; ending on November 1, 2013. During the 110-day
comment period, the BLM held six public meetings within the Planning Area (in the same locations as
meetings for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS) to discuss the content of the Supplement and to answer
questions.

This report provides a summary of public comments received on the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and Draft
EIS during the comment period as well as public comments received on the Supplement during the
subsequent comment period. During the Draft RMP and Draft EIS comment period, the BLM received a
total of 46,009 comment documents: 44,951 were submitted by email, 1,029 were submitted in hard
copy or sent by mail, 11 documents were received during public meetings, and 18 submissions were
received through the BLM website. During the Supplement comment period, the BLM received a total
of 2,145 comment documents: 2,112 were submitted by email, 32 were submitted in hard copy or sent
by mail, and 1 was received through the BLM website. No comments were submitted at the public
meetings held for the Supplement.

A public comment document refers to the entire written submission from a commenter (e.g., full letter,
e-mail, etc.), whereas a comment refers to an individual and identifiable substantive expression of
interest or issue statement included within a public comment document. For example, a letter (i.e.,
public comment document) received within the comment period may contain one or more separate
comments. A commenter refers to the individual or organization who submitted the comment
document. Of the 46,009 documents received, the BLM identified 45,454 comment documents as form
letters regarding the Draft RMP and Draft EIS. During the Supplement comment period, the BLM
received a total of 2,145 documents, of which 2,067 were identified as form letters. The BLM defined
form letters as letters containing identical text submitted by more than five individuals.

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS Appendix A-9
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Comment Analysis Process

This report provides a summary of the full range of public issues and concerns as submitted during the
comment periods. The submitted comments and summary presented in this report do not necessarily
represent the sentiments of the public as a whole. However, this summary does attempt to provide fair
representation of the wide range of views submitted during the comment periods. In consideration of
these views, it is important for the public and decision makers to understand that this process does not
attempt to treat input as if it were a vote. Instead, comment analysis is a process that allows the BLM to
review and consider received comments, develop appropriate responses, revise the Draft RMP and Draft
EIS in response to comments, and support the BLM’s decision-making process.

The remainder of this report is organized as follows:

e Content Analysis Process — Describes how the BLM received, recorded, and categorized
comment documents and comments.

e Commenter Demographics — Presents demographic information associated with submitted
comment documents including geography and affiliation of commenters.

e Summary of Public Responses to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and Supplement — Provides a
breakdown of the number of comments received by issue category, a summary of comments
received, and BLM’s response to comments received.

e Analysis of Comments — Outlines the parameters for substantive and non-substantive
comments and provides a brief summary of comments and responses.

e Attachment A: Draft RMP and Draft EIS Public Comment Response Index — Includes
instructions on how to use the tables in Attachments A and B. It also includes an index listing
the names of all commenters and their associated comment document number.

e Attachment B: Draft RMP and Draft EIS Individual Comments and Index to Summary
Comments and Summary Responses — Includes all substantive public comments received during
the comment period along with an index to help users find their associated summary comments
and response.

e Attachment C: Supplement Public Comment Response Index — Includes instructions on how to
use the tables in Attachments C and D, as well as an index listing the names of all commenters
and their associated comment document number.

e Attachment D: Supplement Individual Comments and Index to Summary Comments and
Summary Responses — Includes all substantive public comments received during the comment
period along with an index to help users find their associated summary comments and response.

e Attachment E: Comment Documents — Includes all substantive public comment documents
received during the public comment periods.

Attachments B, D, and E are available on the Bighorn Basin RMP project website at:
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Planning/rmps/bighorn.html.

2.0 COMMENT ANALYSIS PROCESS

The BLM defines comment analysis as a systematic method of compiling, categorizing, and evaluating
written comments made by individuals, federal and state agencies, Tribal governments, elected
representatives, and other organizations on the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and Supplement in order to
identify substantive issues for review and response by BLM decision makers. The comment analysis
process provides a methodical approach for the BLM to revise text in the RMP and EIS based on
comments provided during the two comment periods. Additionally, through the comment analysis

Appendix A-10 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS
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process, BLM supplemented the project mailing list of commenters and compiled demographic
information on the geographic distribution of commenters (see Section 3.0 of this report).

Public comment documents include hardcopy comments received at the public meetings and electronic
or written comment documents postmarked or received via the project website within the comment
periods. Methods of comment document submittal included mail, email, website submittals, and public
meetings. All individuals attending public meetings were encouraged to submit comments in writing.

2.1. Analysis Process

The BLM comment analysis team utilized the program CommentWorks to catalogue, number, review,
categorize, and respond to comments received during the Draft RMP and Draft EIS comment period as
well as the Supplement comment period.

Upon receipt of a public comment document, a member of the comment analysis team logged the
comment document into an Microsoft Excel comment tracking spreadsheet, assigned the document a
unique identifier (i.e., Document 10001), and converted the comment document to a searchable
electronic (i.e., PDF) document and a text file. The analysis team then added all pertinent commenter
information (e.g., name, affiliation, address, and type of comment document) into CommentWorks and
uploaded the electronic documents into the system.

The first step in the analysis process was to identify individual substantive comments within a public
comment document. The comment analysis team identified each individual substantive comment based
on guidance in the BLM National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Handbook (H-1790-1). Substantive
comments are those that do one or more of the following:

e Question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the RMP and EIS;

e Question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions used for the
environmental analysis;

e Present new information relevant to the analysis;
e Present reasonable alternatives other than those analyzed in the RMP and EIS; or

e Cause changes or revisions in one or more of the alternatives.
Comments that were not considered substantive included the following:

e Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives without reasoning that
meet the substantive comment criteria listed above;

e Comments that only agree or disagree with BLM policy or resource decisions without
justification or supporting data that meet the substantive criteria listed above;

e Comments that do not pertain to the Planning Area or scope of the Bighorn Basin RMP Revision
Project; or

e Comments that take the form of vague, open-ended questions.

The analysis team established an issue coding structure for all substantive comments within
CommentWorks that was used to bracket and sort comments into logical groups or issue categories
(e.g., air quality, cumulative impacts, process and procedure). CommentWorks is the comment tracking
and analysis platform within the ePlanning system, which is being used for the Bighorn Basin RMP
Revision Project. A list of all issue categories identified for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS is located below
in Table A-1. Table A-2 lists the issue categories for the Supplement.

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS Appendix A-11
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Once assigned an issue category, the BLM reviewed individual substantive comments and provided
direction to develop a response. The comment analysis team then used the individual comments and
direction to analyze, group, and summarize comments, and to develop responses to the summary
comments.

When reviewing comments, the analysis team looked not only for each action or change requested by
the public, but also for any supporting information to capture the comment and its context. In doing so,
paragraphs within a comment letter may have been divided into several comments because of multiple
comments being presented or, alternatively, sections of a letter may have been combined to form one
coherent comment.

It is important to note that during the process of identifying individual comments and concerns, the BLM
treated all comments equally. The BLM did not weigh comments based on organizational affiliation and
the number of duplicate comments did not increase the priority or merit of one comment over another.
The process was not one of counting votes and the BLM did not make any efforts to tabulate the exact
number of people for, or against, any given aspect of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and Supplement.
Rather, the BLM focused on an understanding of the content of a comment, information that would lead
to a reasoned choice among the alternatives, and appropriate responses and revisions.

Table A-1. Draft RMP and Draft EIS Issue Categories

Issue Categories

Air Quality Master Leasing Plans Soils

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Mineral Potential and Reasonably Special Status Species
Foreseeable Development

Climate Change Minerals Travel and Transportation Management

Cultural NEPA Vegetation

Cumulative Impacts Paleontology Visual Resource Management

Extension Request Process and Procedure Water

Fire and Fuels Readability and Format Wild and Scenic Rivers

Fish Recreation Wild Horses

Historic Trails Renewable Energy Wilderness Characteristics

Invasive Species Rights-of-Way Wilderness Study Areas

Lands and Realty Greater Sage-Grouse Wildlife

Livestock Grazing Socioeconomic -
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Issue categories identified for the Supplement are listed below in Table A-2.

Table A-2.

Supplement Issue Categories

Issue Categories

Air Resources

Leasable Minerals — Qil and Gas

Socioeconomic

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Livestock Grazing Management

Special Status Species

Consultation

Locatable Minerals

Trails and Travel Management

Cultural Minerals — General Vegetation

Cumulative Impacts Out of Scope Visual Resource Management
Extension Request Paleontological Water

Fire and Fuels Planning Issues Wild Horses

Greater Sage-Grouse Recreation Wilderness Characteristics
Invasive Species Renewable Energy Wildlife

Lands and Realty

Rights of Way and Corridors

Laws, Regulations, Guidance, Process

Riparian-Wetland

3.0 COMMENTER DEMOGRAPHICS

This section provides a summary of commenter demographics. Demographic analysis allows the BLM to
form an overall picture of issues, as well as a better understanding of who is submitting comments, the
geographic distribution of commenters, their affiliations, and the format of the public comment

documents.

3.1. Geographic Representation

The BLM tracked the geographic representation for each comment document that included such
information. Tables A-3 and A-4 identify the number of comment documents received from individual
geographic locations (excluding form letters). Figures 3 and 4 depict the geographic distribution of
comment documents received from within the Planning Area, documents received from outside the
Planning Area but within the state of Wyoming, and documents received from out of state. The BLM
received the greatest number of comment documents for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS from
commenters within the Planning Area. The greatest number of comment documents received for the

Supplement were from commenters outside the State of Wyoming.

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS
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Table A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Commenters by Geographic Location

State City Number of Commenters
Alabama Undisclosed 1
Arizona Mesa 1
Arizona Phoenix 1
Arizona Scottsdale 1
California Healdsburg 1
California Oakland 1
California Placerville 1
California Redwood City 1
California Somis 1
California Tahoe City 1
California Volcano 1
California Undisclosed 1
Colorado Arvada 1
Colorado Boulder 1
Colorado Colorado Springs 2
Colorado Denver 11
Colorado Fort Collins 1
Colorado Lakewood 1
Colorado Longmont 1
Colorado Lyons 1
Colorado Redvale 1
Colorado Sedalia 1
Connecticut Granby 1
Florida Lighthouse Point 1
Florida Orlando 1
Florida Stuart 1
Georgia Augusta 1
Idaho Pocatello 1
Illinois Evanston 1
Illinois Rochelle 1
Illinois Wheaton 2
Indiana Boone 1
Maine Tewksbury 1
Maryland Gaithersburg 1
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Table A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Commenters by Geographic Location (continued)

State City Number of Commenters
Massachusetts Carlisle 1
Massachusetts Hampden 3
Massachusetts Holyoke 1

Michigan Berkley 1
Mississippi Becker 1
Montana Belgrade 1
Montana Billings 6
Montana Bozeman 6
Montana Dillon 1
Montana Missoula 1
New Jersey Lakewood 1
New York New York 1
North Carolina Gibsonville 1
North Carolina Reidsville 1

Ohio Cleveland 1

Ohio Mentor 1

Ohio Undisclosed 1

Oklahoma Clinton 2
Oklahoma Oklahoma City 1
Oregon Portland 1
Other Washington, DC 2
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 1
Pennsylvania Zelienople 1
Tennessee Knoxville 2
Tennessee Memphis 1

Texas Austin 1

Texas Belton 1

Texas Denton 1

Texas Houston 2

Texas Sugarland 1

Utah Salt Lake City 4

Virginia Mechanicsville 1
Virginia Williamsburg 1
Washington Seattle 1
Washington Spokane 1
Washington Tacoma 1
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Table A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Commenters by Geographic Location (continued)

State City Number of Commenters
West Virginia Zanesville 1
West Virginia Undisclosed 1

Wisconsin Madison 1
Wyoming Alpine 1
Wyoming Basin 14
Wyoming Burlington 1
Wyoming Byron 5
Wyoming Casper 3
Wyoming Cheyenne 15
Wyoming Clark 4
Wyoming Cody 90
Wyoming Covell 1
Wyoming Cowley 3
Wyoming Deaver 2
Wyoming Emblem 3
Wyoming Gillette 2
Wyoming Greybull 14
Wyoming Hyattville 7
Wyoming Jackson 2
Wyoming Lander 5
Wyoming Laramie 9
Wyoming Lovell 13
Wyoming Manderson 1
Wyoming Meeteetse 5
Wyoming Moran 1
Wyoming Parkman 1
Wyoming Pinedale 1
Wyoming Powell 59
Wyoming Ralston 3
Wyoming Riverton 3
Wyoming Shell 1
Wyoming Sheridan 5
Wyoming St. Stephens 1
Wyoming Ten Sleep 9
Wyoming Thermopolis 53
Wyoming Wapiti 1
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Table A-3. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Commenters by Geographic Location (continued)

State City Number of Commenters
Wyoming Wilson 1
Wyoming Worland 20
Wyoming Undisclosed 34
Undisclosed Number of Commenters Undisclosed City 82
Total 579

Note: Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter.

Table A-4. Number of Supplement Commenters by Geographic Location

State City Number of Commenters
Arizona Phoenix 1
Colorado Craig 1
Colorado Denver 5
Colorado Fort Collins 1
District of Columbia Washington 2
Idaho Hailey 1
North Dakota Bismarck 1
New York Brooklyn 1
Oklahoma Oklahoma City 1
Oregon Bend 1
South Dakota Black Hawk 1
Tennessee Gatlinburg 1
Texas Plano 1
Utah Salt Lake City 2
Virginia Alexandria 1
Washington Spokane 1
Wyoming Basin 1
Wyoming Cheyenne 7
Wyoming Cody 8
Wyoming Greybull 5
Wyoming Lander 2
Wyoming Laramie 3
Wyoming Lovell 2
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Table A-4. Number of Supplement Commenters by Geographic Location (Continued)

State City Number of Commenters
Wyoming Rock Springs 1
Wyoming Sheridan 2
Wyoming Ten Sleep 4
Wyoming Thermopolis 6
Undisclosed Undisclosed City 15
Total 78

Note: Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter.

Figure A-1. Number of Draft EIS and Draft RMP Commenter Documents by Geography

W Out of State

B State of Wyoming

m Bighorn Basin Planning
Area

Note: Comments received through email which did not contain mailing addresses or geographic representation accounted for a total of 82
submissions. Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter.
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Figure A-2. Number of Supplement Commenter Documents by Geography

W Out of State

| State of
Wyoming

™ Bighorn Basin
Planning Area

Note: Comments received through e-mail which did not contain mailing addresses or geographic representation accounted for a total of 15
submissions. Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter.

3.2. Organizational Affiliation

The BLM received comments from a range of entities including federal agencies, state agencies, local
governments, non-governmental organizations, private industries, and unaffiliated individuals (Table A-5
and Figures 3 and 4). The BLM affiliated comment documents with a government or non-governmental
organization if the document was received on official letterhead or was received through an official
agency or organization email address. The BLM classified all other comment documents as unaffiliated
individuals. The BLM received the greatest number of comment documents from unaffiliated
individuals.

Table A-5. Number of Comment Documents by Affiliation (excluding form letters)

Affiliation Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Number of Supplement
Public Comment Documents Public Comment Documents
Federal Agency 3 3
State Agency 9 2
Local Government 9 3
Non-Governmental Organization 18 22
Private Industry 13 19
Unaffiliated Individual 527 29
Total 579 78

Note: Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter. See Section 3.4 for
a breakdown of form letter affiliations.
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Figure A-3.

Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Comment Documents by Affiliation
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Note: Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter. See Section 3.4 for
a breakdown of form letter affiliations.

Figure A-4. Number of Supplement Comment Documents by Affiliation
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Note: Form letters were counted once based on the geographic location of the originating entity for the master form letter. See Section 3.4 for
a breakdown of form letter affiliations.
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3.3. Public Comment Document Method of Delivery

The BLM received comment documents through a variety of delivery methods. Table A-6 identifies the

number of documents received by method of delivery (e.g., email, letter, and website). The BLM
received the greatest number of comment documents on the Draft RMP and Draft EIS through email
(44,951) and mail (1,029). The BLM received the greatest number of comment documents on the
Supplement through email (2,112) and mail (32).

Table A-6. Number of Public Comment Documents by Method of Delivery

Method of Delivery Draft EIS and Draft RMP Number Supplement Number
Email 44,951 2,112
Website 18 1
Mail 1,029 32
Public Meeting 11 0
Total 46,009 2,145

3.4. Form Letters

The BLM received 45,454 form letters from eight separate originating entities during the Draft RMP and
Draft EIS comment period and 2,067 form letters from 2 non-governmental organizations and 55 from
an unknown organization during the Supplement comment period. The BLM designated the first form
letter from each originating entity as the “master” comment document and the BLM reviewed each
subsequent form letter to ensure that the content was identical to the master comment document. The
form letters were received primarily by email with the exception of 1 Marathon QOil form letter and 787
Greater Yellowstone Coalition postcards that were received by mail. Because the form letters contained
identical text to their corresponding master comment document, the BLM analyzed the eight master
comment documents. In those cases where form letters included additional text, they were reviewed
and processed if substantive individual comments were identified. Table A-7 identifies the originating
entity, affiliation, and number of each form letter received.
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Table A-7.

Form Letters Received by Affiliation

Originating Entity

Affiliation

Number Received on
Draft RMP and Draft EIS

Number Received
on Supplement

Natural Resources Defense Council Non-Governmental Organization 43,286 -
Sierra Club Non-Governmental Organization 98 7
Wilderness Society Non-Governmental Organization 735 -
Greater Yellowstone Coalition Non-Governmental Organization 1,222 -
Marathon Oil Private Industry 73 -
Bighorn Basin RMP General Letter Unaffiliated Individuals 12 -
Unknown Letter Unaffiliated Individuals - 55
Wild Horses Letter Unaffiliated Individuals 20 -
Ward Letter Unaffiliated Individuals 8 -
WildEarth Guardians Non-Governmental Organization - 2,005
Total 45,454 2,067
4.0 ANALYSIS OF COMMENTS

The BLM received 46,009 comment documents during the Draft RMP and Draft EIS comment period. As
noted above, of the 46,009 letters received, 45,454 were form letters (which represented eight master
form letter documents) and 571 were not form letters. The BLM analyzed a total of 579 comment
documents, which included the 8 master form letter documents and 571 other comment documents.

The BLM received 2,145 comment documents during the Supplement comment period. Of the 2,145
letters received, 2,067 were form letters (which represented three master form letter documents) and
76 were not form letters. For the Supplement, the BLM analyzed a total of 78 comment documents,
including the 3 master form letters documents and 76 other comment documents.

The 579 Draft RMP and Draft EIS public comment documents and 78 Supplement public comment
documents contained substantive and non-substantive comments. Representative non-substantive
comments included requests to be added to the project mailing list, requests for a copy of the Draft
RMP and Draft EIS, personal preference or opinion, comments and questions that were not supported,
and comments which are outside the scope of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS or Supplement. Non-
substantive comments received during the two comment periods are further described in Section 4.1.3.

In accordance with the BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1), comments received on the Bighorn Basin
RMP and EIS were analyzed and responded to if they: “are substantive and relate to inadequacies or
inaccuracies in the analysis or methodologies used; identify new impacts or recommend reasonable new
alternatives or mitigation measures; or involve substantive disagreements on interpretations of
significance.” (See 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1502.19, 1503.3, 1503.4, 1506.6, and 516 DM
4.17). BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) identifies the following comment category examples and

appropriate responses.
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Substantive Comments:

e Questions, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information in the environmental
impact statement. Factual corrections should be made in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS in
response to comments that identify inaccuracies or discrepancies in factual information, data, or
analysis.

e Questions, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of environmental analysis as presented.
Comments that express a professional disagreement with the conclusions of the analysis or
assert that the analysis is inadequate may or may not lead to changes in the EIS. Interpretations
of analyses should be based on professional expertise. Where there is disagreement within a
professional discipline, a careful review of the various interpretations are warranted. In some
cases, public comments may necessitate an evaluation of analytical conclusions. If, after
reevaluation, the manager responsible for preparing the EIS does not think that a change is
warranted, the response should provide the rationale for that conclusion.

e Comments that identify new impacts, alternatives, or mitigation measures. If public
comments on a RMP and EIS identify impacts, alternatives, or mitigation measures that were
not addressed in the draft, the manager responsible for preparing the RMP and EIS should
determine if they warrant further consideration. If they do, that official must determine
whether the new impacts, new alternatives, or new mitigation measures should be analyzed in
either: the Proposed RMP and Final EIS; a supplement to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS; or a
completely revised and recirculated Draft RMP and Draft EIS.

o Disagreements with Significance Determinations. Comments may directly or indirectly
guestion determinations regarding the significance or severity of impacts. A reevaluation of
these determinations may be warranted and may lead to changes in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS. If, after reevaluation, the manager responsible for preparing the EIS does not think
that a change is warranted, the response should provide the rationale for that conclusion.

Non- Substantive Comments

o Expressions of Personal Preferences. Comments that express personal preferences or opinions
on the proposal do not require further agency action. They are summarized whenever possible
and brought to the attention of the manager responsible for preparing the RMP and EIS.
Personal preferences and opinions generally will not affect the analysis.

e Other. In addition to the five categories from the NEPA Handbook described above, the BLM
added a sixth category named “other” which includes requests for copies of the RMP and EIS,
requests to be added to the project mailing list, requests for comment extensions, and
comments that are outside the scope of the RMP and EIS. These comments are considered non-
substantive and do not require further agency action.
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4.1. Comment Submittals by Issue Category

Within the 579 received Draft RMP and Draft EIS comment documents, excluding multiple copies of
form letters, the BLM identified 1,224 individual substantive comments covering a broad range of issue
categories. The greatest number of substantive comments were associated with minerals (132), wildlife
(126), livestock grazing (107), and NEPA-related comments (105). Attachment A includes an index for
users to identify their comment documents and Attachment B includes all individual substantive
comments and an index for users to identify the corresponding BLM summary comments and responses.
Table A-8 and Figure A-5 identify the number of comments submitted by issue category for the Draft

RMP and Draft EIS.

Table A-8. Number of Comments per Issue Category — Draft RMP and Draft EIS

Issue Category

Number of Comments Per Issue Category

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 25
Air Quality 54
Climate Change 8

Cultural 25
Cumulative Impacts 4

Extension Request 12
Fire and Fuels 12
Fish 17
Historic Trails 4

Invasive Species 11
Lands and Realty 21
Livestock Grazing 107
Master Leasing Plans 15
Mineral Potential and Reasonably Foreseeable Development 15
Minerals 132
NEPA 105
Paleontological 3

Process and Procedure 9

Readability and Format 6

Recreation 48
Renewable Energy 5

Rights-of-Way 36
Sage-Grouse 59
Socioeconomic 42
Soil 10
Special Status Species 52
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Table A-8. Number of Comments per Issue Category — Draft RMP and Draft EIS (Continued)

Issue Category

Number of Comments Per Issue Category

Travel and Transportation 35
Vegetation 50
Visual Resource Management 25
Water 42
Wild and Scenic Rivers 3

Wild Horses 30
Wilderness Characteristics 64
Wilderness Study Areas 12
Wildlife 126
Total 387

Note: Duplicative comments in form letters were only counted once.

The BLM identified 920 individual substantive comments within the 78 comment documents received on
the Supplement, excluding multiple copies of form letters. The greatest number of substantive
comments were related to greater sage-grouse (323), Leasable Minerals — Qil and Gas (121), livestock
grazing management (60), and Socioeconomics (59). Attachments C and D include indexes for users to
identify their comment documents on the Supplement. Individual substantive comments on the
Supplement are presented in Attachment D with an index for users to identify the corresponding BLM
summary comments and responses. Table A-9 and Figure A-6 identify the number of comments

submitted by issue category for the Supplement.
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Table A-9. Number of Comments per Issue Category — Supplement

Issue Category

Number of Comments Per Issue Category

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 30
Air Resources 8
Consultation 4
Cultural 2
Cumulative Impacts 4
Fire and Fuels 30
Greater Sage-Grouse 323
Invasive Species 3
Lands and Realty 7
Laws, Regulations, Guidance, Process 47
Livestock Grazing Management 60
Minerals — General 13
Locatable Minerals 18
Leasable Minerals — Oil and Gas 121
Paleontological 1
Planning Issues 20
Recreation 2
Renewable Energy 6
Rights-of-Way and Corridors 45
Riparian-Wetland 6
Socioeconomic 59
Special Status Species 19
Trails and Travel Management 20
Vegetation 11
Visual Resource Management 2
Water 4
Wild Horses 8
Wilderness Characteristics 13
Wildlife 18
Out of Scope 15
Extension Request 1
Total 920

Note: Duplicative comments in form letters were only counted once.
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Figure A-5. Number of Draft RMP and Draft EIS Individual Comments by Issue Category
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Figure A-6.
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4.2. Substantive Comment Summary and Response

To provide a user-friendly method of understanding the broad themes and topics of concern expressed
in the substantive comments, the BLM grouped individual comments with similar topics and concerns
and developed 61 summary comments and responses for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and 51 summary
comments and responses for the Supplement. The summary comments and responses are presented
below, and are generally organized alphabetically by BLM resource program or other appropriate issue
categories (e.g., purpose and need) as described in Tables A-1 and 2. The summary comment numbers
below can be used to track the summary comment and response to the individual comments presented
in Attachments B and D on the project website:
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Planning/rmps/bighorn.html. Comments on the Draft RMP
and Draft EIS are identified with 2000 series numbers and comments on the Supplement are identified
with 3000 series numbers.

4.2.1. Draft RMP and Draft EIS

The summary comment numbers below can be used to track the summary comment and response to
the individual comments in Attachment B.

Air Quality

Summary Comment #2009: Commenters expressed concern about the inclusion and/or omission
of air quality monitoring stations utilized to represent baseline air
quality conditions in the Planning Area. Specifically, commenters
argued that the use of the monitoring station located in Yellowstone
National Park and other locations outside the Planning Area are
inadequate because conditions at those monitoring stations are not
similar to conditions in the Planning Area.

Commenters indicated that the impact analysis did not adequately
justify why data from selected monitoring stations were included and
data from other monitoring stations were not included. Commenters
requested additional information including maps depicting monitoring
station locations, the criteria used to select monitoring stations,
justification of the ability of monitoring sites to adequately
characterize air quality in the Planning Area, and consideration of
additional air quality monitors (including the Worland monitor).

Commenters also questioned the authority of the BLM to regulate air
quality in the region and the State of Wyoming overall. Commenters
requested additional text clarifying the scope of BLM’s authority in
regulating air quality.

Summary Response: The BLM considered including data from additional monitoring
stations that may provide more localized data. If the BLM determined
data from additional monitoring stations was more appropriate for
the analysis, the data were incorporated into the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS. Following the consideration of including data from
additional monitoring stations, the BLM identified why monitoring
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Summary Comment #2009_1:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2009_2:

stations were added or excluded from the analysis in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.

As stated in the Draft EIS and clarified in the Final EIS, the State of
Wyoming has primacy with regard to air quality. The law requires the
BLM to adhere to Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
(WDEQ) air quality standards. As the RMP is a planning level
document, it is not possible to anticipate specific projects and specific
air quality mitigation needs at this time. Accordingly, the BLM will
consider mitigation for specific projects as needed. Special
requirements to alleviate air quality impacts would be included on a
case-by-case basis in future use authorizations (including lease
stipulations for new leases) within the scope of the BLM's authority.
The BLM has worked closely with the WDEQ and Environmental
Protection Agency throughout the development of this RMP, and will
continue that close working relationship in the development of
specific projects in the future.

Commenters expressed concern about various instances of
inadequate, inaccurate or insufficient information/data throughout
the air quality impact analysis. For instance, commenters indicated
that National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) levels were not
included or accurately listed for criteria pollutants including, but not
limited to, ozone and carbon dioxide. Additionally, commenters
noted that standard metrics were not utilized to determine visibility
conditions within the Planning Area. Commenters questioned the use
of qualitative data rather than quantitative data in assessing potential
air quality impacts. Commenters also indicated that the analysis
failed to clearly address or present whether or not “levels of concern”
have been reached for specific criteria pollutants including oxides of
nitrogen and sulfur. Commenters questioned why a thorough
cumulative impact assessment of air quality was not included for the
Planning Area.

The BLM utilized the best available data for the air quality analysis. In
response to comments, the BLM reviewed the air quality analysis and
revised any observed discrepancies and/or inaccuracies and added
additional information including standard metrics used to determine
visibility conditions, a list of criteria pollutants with concentrations
that have reached a “level of concern,” and other information, as
appropriate. The BLM included a specific air quality cumulative
impact analysis.

Additionally, the BLM provided an updated emissions inventory and
included an air resources appendix within the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS.

Commenters requested additional reference to applicable air quality
laws and policies and that management demonstrate compliance with
WDEQ regulations and other applicable regulations. Commenters
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Summary Response:

expressed concern about the valuation of sources that would
potentially contribute to air emissions/impacts. For example,
commenters indicated that the BLM concluded, without warrant, that
construction activities associated with oil and gas development would
produce more fugitive dust than development associated with other
construction activities such as renewable energy development.
Additionally, commenters indicated that distant/regional sources
would contribute a higher concentration of air emissions than local
sources.

The BLM revised the air quality related text in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS including updating references to applicable air quality laws,
regulations, and rules, and other revisions as appropriate. In addition,
the BLM updated the emission inventory spreadsheets in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Emission spreadsheets were updated
with the latest emission factors for motor vehicles, off-road engine
types, and other activities corresponding to the base year (2005), and
the out years, 2015 and 2024.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Summary Comment #2001:

Summary Response:

Climate Change

Summary Comment #2003:

Commenters questioned if the existing and newly proposed Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) meet the relevance and
importance criteria as stated in 43 CFR 1610.7-2(a). Commenters also
questioned whether these areas require special management to (1)
protect the area and prevent irreparable damage to resources or
natural systems, and (2) protect life and promote safety in areas
where natural hazards exist. Commenters questioned how the BLM
applied the relevance and importance criteria and requested
additional documentation to support the findings. In some cases,
commenters cited specific research supporting their position that the
areas did not need special management. In addition, commenters
requested more detailed information and citations in the text.

The ACEC Evaluation Report (June 2010) documents the evaluation
process for existing and newly proposed ACECs. The report outlines
how each proposed ACEC meets or does not meet the relevance and
importance criteria. The report is available on the project website at:
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Planning/rmps/bighorn.html.

The Proposed RMP and Final EIS includes additional citations to the
ACEC report and other sources as appropriate to support the
determinations.

Commenters recommended management to consider and address
climate change impacts on ecosystems, wildlife, and other resources.
Commenters identified several technical edits including requests for
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Summary Response:

Cultural Resources

Summary Comment #2004:

Summary Response:

clarification of language, quantification of air emissions data, and
mitigation measures for greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, to be
compliant with Secretarial Order 3289 commenters requested that
BLM include information specific to climate change planning actions in
the Planning Area.

The Proposed RMP and Final EIS incorporates revisions to the climate
change sections of Chapters 3 and 4 based on commenter input. The
BLM provided additional information throughout the text, made
technical edits, and provided updated emission inventory information,
as appropriate.

The BLM reviewed the document to ensure consistency with existing
federal laws and guidance related to analyzing climate change in NEPA
documents. Regarding the development and implementation of
management that is responsive to potential climate change impacts
on species and ecosystems, the BLM determined that the timing,
impacts, and other variables associated with climate change are too
uncertain to base long-term management decisions for the planning
timeframe (20 years). The BLM will address management issues and
planning for climate change impacts through re-evaluation to
determine validity of RMP decisions and associated analysis in light of
new climate change information and details about subsequent
proposed actions in the Planning Area and continued compliance with
federal guidance on climate change.

Commenters expressed concern about surface-disturbing activity
prohibitions for cultural resources. Specifically, commenters indicated
that the 3- and 5-mile buffers for cultural sites would prevent
development throughout a significant portion of the Planning Area.
Additionally, commenters indicated that the management actions
associated with alternatives B and D could potentially interfere with
existing leasing rights. In some cases, commenters questioned why
certain cultural resources were not specifically discussed in the
analysis. Commenters also recommended clarifying terminology used
in the management actions and impact analysis for cultural resources.

The BLM is required to comply with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. As part of this compliance, cultural
resource surveys are conducted prior to development on BLM surface
to identify and provide field verified data regarding presence of
cultural resources and heritage resources. It is often through these
site specific surveys that cultural resources are identified and
inventoried; the BLM acknowledges that it does not have a complete
inventory of all cultural resources in the Planning Area, making an
accurate calculation of acreages where a given management action
would apply impossible. Therefore, for analysis purposes, an

Appendix A-32

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS



Appendix A — Comment Analysis
Analysis of Comments

Cumulative Impacts

Summary Comment #2005:

assumption is made that the restriction would apply, although
through site-specific analysis it may be determined that the restriction
is not necessary.

The Proposed RMP and Final EIS presents an adequate range of
alternatives for analysis purposes. Alternatives B and D are more
restrictive than alternatives A and C. In relation to restrictions on
surface-disturbing activities, the range of alternatives and analysis
included current management (which only applies case-by-case
restrictions on development) and other management actions (such as
Alternative B, which includes restrictions out to 5 miles for certain
cultural sites) to protect the elements that contribute to the sites
eligibility under 36 CFR 60.4 (a), (b), or (c). The intent and extent of
the application of these management actions is clarified in the
Proposed RM P and Final EIS.

The National Trails System Act establishes that the purpose of a
National Historic Trail is the identification and protection of the
historic route and the historic remnants and artifacts for public use
and enjoyment. The BLM manages, to the greatest extent possible,
National Trails to safeguard the nature and purposes of the trail and
in a manner that protects the values for which the trail was
designated. BLM establishes a National Trail Management Corridor to
achieve this purpose. The BLM requires the National Trail
Management Corridor to be of sufficient width to constitute a
manageable administrative unit that is identifiable on the ground and
includes a public land area of sufficient width within which to
encompass National Trail resources, qualities, values, and associated
settings and the primary use or uses that are present or to be
restored. The National Trail resources, qualities, values are the
significant scenic, historic, cultural, recreation, natural (including
biological, geological, and scientific), and other landscape areas
through which such trails may pass as identified in the National Trails
System Act.

The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS as
needed to address commenter concerns regarding terminology.

Commenters indicated that the overall cumulative effects analysis
failed to adequately address potential impacts to various resources
including, but not limited to, wildlife, vegetation, livestock grazing,
and water quality. Additionally, commenters raised concerns about
projects and emerging technologies that were not considered in the
Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD), specifically, projects that
involve horizontal and directional drilling technologies. Commenters
also indicated that the analysis of range improvements and other
management actions did not address cumulative impacts to various
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Summary Response:

Fire and Fuels

Summary Comment #2008:

Summary Response:

resources including, but not limited to, wildlife, vegetation, and water
quality or consistency with existing livestock grazing permits.
Commenters also noted that the RMP and EIS should further discuss
the capacity of resources to absorb cumulative effects.

After additional review, the BLM determined the current cumulative
impacts analysis is appropriate to compare impacts among the
alternatives and adequately informs the decision-making process.
The cumulative impacts analysis focuses on issues identified during
scoping and other stakeholder coordination efforts. Chapter 3 of the
RMP and EIS describes existing conditions resulting from past actions,
including the current state of the environment resulting from
cumulative past actions.

The RFD assumes technology improvement rates (Final RFD page 3)
based on available information. Projects and technologies considered
in the cumulative analysis are those that are proposed or highly
probable, based on known opportunities or trends at the time of
analysis, rather than projects or technologies that are potential or
contemplated.

Commenters indicated that the overall analysis of fire and fuels
requires explanations that are more descriptive, quantifications, and
scientific reference. Specifically, commenters questioned or raised
concerns pertaining to: (1) the amount of and specific cover types that
would be affected by prescribed fires/fuel treatments; (2) why no
background information or quantification are included for existing
fuel conditions; and (3) how the alternatives are analyzed and
compared. In addition, commenters requested a more detailed
analysis of cheatgrass in an effort to determine if prescribed fires of
cheatgrass should be permitted if prescribed fires of cheatgrass would
result in adverse impacts to sage-grouse habitats. Moreover,
commenters expressed concerns with the analysis and classification of
natural fire regimes and questioned the feasibility of restoring natural
fire regimes to the entire landscape.

The BLM updated the fire and fuels section to include details
regarding the expansion of cheatgrass by burns, indicators for making
a reasoned choice among the alternatives, and various technical edits,
as appropriate. The BLM also provided additional references as
needed to support statements within the fire and fuels section. The
BLM considered requests for text edits on an individual basis and
addressed as necessary in the final document.

The BLM provides detailed information regarding fire regimes,
condition classes, and background information for the Planning Area
along with detailed maps at a course scale within the Fire
Management Plan (FMP). On page 68 of the FMP, there is a condition
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Fish

Summary Comment #2002:

Summary Response:

Historic Trails

Summary Comment #2010:

Summary Response:

class map, which shows acres burned by vegetation type; additionally
the FMP provides maps showing chemical, mechanical, and other
treatment by vegetation type. The FMP and supporting maps are
available at:
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Fire/planning.html

Commenters identified a number of technical edits related to fish and
their habitats. These edits included requests to use alternative
language, corrections to technical statements and/or terms,
definitions of terms, and clarification of language. In addition,
commenters requested that BLM include a variety of references in the
text as well as in the alternatives. Commenters asked that BLM
incorporate recently released and updated information to the extent
possible. Commenters also noted instances where proposed BLM
management could be incompatible with current Wyoming law.

The BLM revised the Fish and Wildlife - Fish sections of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS based on commenter input. The BLM revised
terminology definitions, technical edits, additional references, and
changes to the management actions. The BLM updated all references
that cite material or guidance to reflect the most current information.

The BLM reviewed the Draft RMP and Draft EIS to ensure the
proposed management actions complied with all applicable laws and
guidance; the BLM disagrees that the management of fish and
fisheries proposed in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS violate applicable
laws and guidance.

Commenters indicated general concern regarding the proposed
designation and protection offered to historic trails in the Planning
Area, identified potential trails for BLM to apply protection, and
indicated total surface acreage for historic trails is not provided within
the alternatives tables. Specific concerns raised by commenters
included the prohibition of surface-disturbing activities within 2 to 5
miles of a historic trail and improper designation of trail segments as
being eligible for protections offered to historic trails.

BLM completed a Class | Regional Overview, in compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, prior to the
Draft RMP and Draft EIS. The intent of the Class | Regional Overview
was to provide an accurate representation of historic trails and allow
designation and protection of historic trail segments in the Planning
Area.

Only the trail segments with current integrity of setting would have
their setting managed; as noted throughout the RMP, the BLM has no
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Invasive Species

Summary Comment #2012:

Summary Response:

authority to manage activities on private or state lands, and
management of setting for historic trails would not apply to these
lands.

At this time, the BLM does not have sufficient information to
determine the acreage of BLM-administered land where setting is
important to the trail’s eligibility to be placed on the NRHP and where
the trail retains integrity.

The BLM provided additional information and clarification regarding
historic trails where appropriate in the Historic Trails sections of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

Commenters indicated that the overall analysis of invasive species
required increased information on management actions, additional
quantification, and more field verified data. Specifically, commenters
questioned or raised concerns pertaining to a lack of emphasis and
direction regarding invasive weed management, inadequate
Geographic Information System (GIS) reporting of invasive species
acreages and locations in the Planning Area, and lack of quantitative
information for measuring impacts and comparing alternatives.
Commenters requested an updated and expanded field verified
inventory of all invasive species in the Planning Area along with
representative GIS mapping, acreages, and indicators to be used when
comparing alternatives.

The BLM acknowledges that complete inventories of invasive species
are not currently available and that such inventories cannot be
completed for this RMP revision project given budget and time
constraints. The BLM also recognizes that there are more acres
infested with cheatgrass and noxious weeds in the Planning Area than
the numbers cited in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS. However, the BLM
is not required to complete full inventories of all resources before
conducting land use planning. Further discussion regarding BLM’s
treatment of invasive species and limitations on occurrence and
spread of such species is available in Section 3.4.4 of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.

The BLM reviewed GIS and other data presented in the Draft RMP and
Draft EIS and made corrections or added clarification as appropriate.
Specifically, the BLM clarified in Chapter 3 that the discrepancy
between the 2004 and 2007 inventory data for invasive annual
bromes resulted from the use of two different data sources. Further,
an area may be infested with annual bromes, but annual bromes may
not be the dominant vegetation cover. The difference, when land
status is considered, is approximately 6,000 acres. The BLM cited
these two data sources in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.
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Lands and Realty

Summary Comment #2013:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2013_1:

Summary Response:

For invasive species, acres of surface disturbance are used as an
impact indicator; however, the BLM recognizes that the proportion of
areas subject to surface disturbance that become infested with weeds
is variable and will depend on a number of factors that are not known
at the RMP level.

Commenters questioned how the total percent of land closures for
leasing were determined and also inquired about the references and
methodology used by the BLM when identifying land classifications,
withdrawals, lands for disposal, and segregations among the
alternatives. In addition, commenters requested clear requirements
for re-analyzing the appropriateness of leasing expired or expiring
leases.

The BLM revised the lands and realty sections based on commenter
input and incorporated additional information and clarification
regarding methodologies for identifying land tenure adjustments, land
use classifications, and indirect impacts. The BLM also reviewed
management actions and land use allocations associated with mineral
leasing and updated the Minerals and Lands and Realty sections, as
appropriate.

Land tenure adjustments criteria are further explained in Appendix M
of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

Several commenters indicated that the overall analysis of lands and
realty requires more descriptive explanations/definitions, clarification
on BLM’s analysis methods, and additional scientific reference.
Specifically, commenters questioned or raised concerns pertaining to:
(1) lack of discussion on how valid existing lease rights will relate or be
impacted by land use decisions in the RMP and EIS; (2) BLM’s
methodology for determining the least restrictive stipulations for
achieving resource objectives; (3) explanation of how geophysical
explorations that do not require road construction can receive a
Categorical exclusion (CX); and (4) detailed descriptions of special
designations which qualify as acquisition areas.

Additionally, commenters noted missing information or editorial
items in the Lands and Realty section and maps including missing GIS
acreages within the Alternative A attribute table; inaccuracies in
reported acreages for current oil and gas leasing; and reference
citations pertinent to the lands and realty planning process which
should be included.

The BLM revised the Lands and Realty section based on commenter
input and provided additional reference information where available
and appropriate. Within the Proposed RMP and Final EIS the BLM
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Livestock Grazing

Summary Comment #2074:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2076:

provided additional information, clarification, definitions, and
indicators and methods used to analyze impacts, as appropriate.

CXs are not always the best approach in land use planning, and do not
apply to all road construction activities in the Planning Area. All
projects receive NEPA review appropriate to the project proposal; all
determinations as to the applicability of a CX are made on a
case-by-case basis.

The BLM calculated the number of acres in the text from the areas
depicted on representative GIS maps. In some cases, polygons on the
maps may look larger than they should because RMP decisions do not
apply to private or state-owned lands that may fall within the areas.
The BLM believes all terms and descriptions are consistent throughout
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Without specific examples where
such inconsistencies exist, the BLM is unable to provide further
response.

Commenters expressed concern regarding the lack of disclosure of
direct impacts to livestock grazing. Specifically, commenters
requested a more detailed description for each alternative of the
direct impacts that would result from management actions that
change Animal Unit Month (AUM) allocations in the Planning Area.

The BLM developed and analyzed alternatives in the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS using the best available information in compliance with
federal laws, guidelines, and policies. The BLM included references
that support decisions with regard to Livestock Grazing Management
and made text edits on an individual basis as necessary.

The analysis in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS only considers losses
of AUMs that occur as a result of closures or long-term surface
disturbance. The Proposed RMP and Final EIS does not set utilization
levels for livestock grazing, as those levels are established in site-
specific Allotment Management Plan (AMPs). As stated in Appendix
W, “utilization levels will be considered during the allotment
monitoring, assessment, and evaluation process, as well as during
activity plan development and the NEPA and permit/lease renewal
process.” Because an RMP is a high level planning document that
does not include site-specific actions, it is not possible to predict if
and where adjustments to utilization levels will be needed or their
effects on permittees or AUMs.

Commenters recommended additional text on the process for
modifying AUMs and AMPs and balancing livestock grazing and other
resources.

Specific suggestions included that the BLM work directly with the
permittees on monitoring and management development, and that
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Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2011:

Summary Response:

comprehensive monitoring studies and conflict resolution and
mediation processes precede any AMP modification or elimination of
grazing allotments.

Other comments requested language clarifications or additional
analytic assumptions to characterize the influence of livestock grazing
on other resources in a more positive light.

The BLM reviewed all sections pertinent to livestock grazing
management and determined that the impact analysis conclusions in
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS are appropriate. It is reasonable to
consider and analyze changes in AUM or other grazing management
in areas where current livestock grazing has the potential to result in
adverse effects on wildlife, special status species, or other resources;
it is not a foregone conclusion that where livestock grazing has
historically occurred there is no potential for conflicts with other
resources and uses.

The BLM clarified language in Chapter 3 to state that changes to
grazing management are implemented when rangelands are not
meeting standards due to current livestock grazing.

Commenters requested that the BLM incorporate additional text to
better address livestock grazing management, particularly related to
the BLM’s proposed management of potential conflicts between
livestock grazing and other resources and uses. Specifically,
commenters requested more discussion on the impacts of livestock
grazing on special status species (e.g., grizzly bears and greater sage-
grouse) and wildlife; changes to vegetation as a result of livestock
grazing; policies and specific management actions or changes to
current management to guide livestock grazing activities in identified
greater sage-grouse seasonal habitats; and reserve common
allotments.

Commenters requested additional information on current livestock
grazing AUMs by allotment and clarification of certain terms and
concepts (particularly if livestock grazing was considered a surface-
disturbing activity and the meaning of the phrase in consideration of
other resource values).

One method to deal with actual or perceived conflicts between
livestock grazing and other land use allocations is to eliminate the
conflict by removing livestock grazing. Alternative B uses this
approach. Alternatives A, C, and D prescribe varying methods of
addressing competing land use allocations. The BLM analyzed a
reasonable range of alternatives by including one alternative that
reduces conflicts through removing livestock grazing, and three that
prescribe other methods.

No areas were proposed for closure to livestock grazing due to grizzly
bears; the impacts to grizzly bears from livestock grazing are discussed
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Master Leasing Plans

Summary Comment #2014:

in Chapter 4 and the Draft Biological Assessment (available on the
project website). The BLM believes that properly managed livestock
grazing is compatible with maintaining quality sagebrush habitat (see
Appendix W), and such use would be compatible with management or
objectives to preserve or enhance this habitat type.

The phrase “consistent with other resource objectives” occurs
throughout this document and is intended to reference the fact that
the BLM is required to consider multiple uses of the public lands
under its management. The BLM discloses projected AUMs for each
alternative. Actual AUM adjustments are made through subsequent
implementation level analysis and decisions. Any future adjustments,
if necessary, would be based upon site-specific AMPs. For example,
discussions of how managing livestock grazing to meet DPC would
affect livestock grazing permittees is not appropriate for an RMP level
analysis as it would require a site-specific analysis. Because the RMP
is a high level planning document that does not authorize these types
of site-specific actions, it is not possible to predict if and where such
adjustment will be needed or their effects on permittees.

The BLM updated the Livestock Grazing Management sections to
include additional information on the types of activities that are
addressed in AMPs, clarification on reserve common allotments, and
polices used to guide livestock management activities. The BLM
addressed requested text edits, additional information, and
references as deemed necessary. In addition, the BLM reviewed and
revised the Proposed RMP and Final EIS as necessary to reflect the
fact that the BLM does not consider livestock grazing or other
herbivory to be a surface-disturbing activity.

Commenters raised concerns about the potential closure of lands
available for leasing and the resulting impacts on future lease sales in
the Planning Area as well as the potential for slowed production and
exploration activities. Additionally, commenters indicated that the
BLM did not identify resources of concern in the three areas
nominated for Master Leasing Plans (MLPs) reviews and requested
the BLM to re-evaluate potential impacts associated with further land
closures consistent with IM 2010-117. Moreover, commenters
requested the use of phased leasing as a way to resolve potential
resource conflicts in the Planning Area.

Commenters raised concerns regarding the lack of clear management
and detailed information regarding conflicts between existing leases
and the protections of important resources, specifically ACECs, lands
with wilderness characteristics, and critical wildlife habitat. In
addition, commenters indicated oil and gas leasing actions presented
within the BLM Preferred Alternative are inconsistent with guidelines
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Summary Response:

established in the BLM IM 2010-117 Oil and Gas Leasing Reform.
Specifically, commenters indicated under the Preferred Alternative
BLM does not provide sufficient analysis, Best Management Practices
(BMPs), or mitigation for biological resources in areas of oil and gas
development as required by IM 2010-117.

In response to the comments, BLM revised several sections of the
RMP and EIS including adding information on the cumulative impacts
of surrounding wilderness areas and National Parks on minerals
development, additional information on the complete MLP analysis,
and other information, as appropriate.

MLPs have been brought forward from Appendix Y of the Draft RMP
and Draft EIS and are fully incorporated into the alternatives and
analyzed in the Final EIS.

The BLM maintains compliance with all federal laws and guidance.
Reevaluation of federal and BLM policy is outside the scope of this
RMP and EIS. The BLM reviewed the RMP and EIS document for
consistency with state and federal laws and determined the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS is compliant with IM 2010-117 and MLPs.

Mineral Potential and Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario for Oil and Gas

Summary Comment #2061:

Commenters noted that the RFD scenario and the RMP and EIS
underestimated mineral/oil and gas occurrence and development
potential in several areas including the Mowry Shale and the Sub-
Absaroka Play and that undiscovered reserves could increase drilling
and production beyond the scenarios in the RFD and the analysis in
the RMP and EIS. Commenters requested clarification of the role of
the RFD in comparing impacts across alternatives in the RMP and EIS,
noting that estimates of disturbance and other impacts are for
analysis purposes only and exceedence of these analysis assumptions
should not require a plan amendment. Commenters also requested
that the RMP and EIS clarify that the RFD scenarios are not a cap or
limitation on future development. Commenters noted that the RFD
did not adequately consider several technologies that could increase
development potential including horizontal drilling, carbon dioxide
flooding, and other enhanced oil recovery (EOR) techniques.
Commenters noted that the surface disturbance estimates in the RFD
may need to be adjusted to reflect the larger well pad associated with
horizontal drilling. Commenters requested that the RMP and EIS
disclose the percent for high potential occurrence in the Planning
Area.

Commenters requested that BLM provide inventories and mineral
potential information for commercially viable deposits related to rare
earth elements and fluvial placer deposits, as well as the acreage for
occurrence of sand and gravel.
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Summary Response:

Minerals

Summary Comment #2015:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2016:

Summary Response:

The BLM revised text in the Proposed RMP and EIS including
clarification of the role of the RFD in the analysis, identification of the
percent for high potential occurrence in the Planning Area,
clarification of the difference between occurrence and development
potential, and other information, as appropriate.

The RFD provides a reasonably foreseeable development scenario for
oil and gas resources as well as predicted fluid mineral potential
based on staff knowledge, input from industry, and other information.
The BLM acknowledges that the RFD is a best estimate of reasonable
development based on available information and a current
understanding of conditions and technologies (including horizontal
drilling and EOR) and that actual development may vary from these
estimates.

The Solid Mineral Occurrence and Development Potential Report
provided information on mineral materials and other solid minerals.
While sand and gravel occurrence acreages were available, acreage
for potential occurrence for rare earth minerals, were not available
due to a lack of data on such minerals in the Bighorn Basin.

Commenters questioned the data and methods used by the BLM to
conduct the analysis and calculate acreage related to minerals
management using GIS and noted potential inconsistencies in data
and numbers within the document and compared to other data
sources. Commenters raised specific questions and concerns
pertaining to: (1) the source and accuracy of data, (2) lack of attribute
information and metadata for certain GIS files, (3) the method used to
generate mineral constraints, and (4) lack of documentation of
methods used to calculate certain values. Some commenters
explained that, in using the BLM’s own GIS data, they were unable to
reproduce the GIS-generated numbers presented in the Draft RMP
and Draft EIS. Commenters also cited specific numbers in the
document and raised questions about their accuracy and the
consistency of their use throughout the document.

The BLM reviewed GIS data, methods, and mapping products
associated with minerals and revised and updated shapefiles, tables,
acreages, text, and maps, as appropriate.

Commenters requested clarification about how the BLM would
manage geophysical exploration in the Planning Area including lessee
requirements and site-specific NEPA analysis. Commenters also
guestioned how BLM management would affect a lessee’s ability to
obtain valid geophysical data under an approved exploration lease.

As described in the RMP and EIS, all activities in the Planning Area will
be subject to the goals and objectives identified in the RMP. All
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Summary Comment #2017:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2077:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2047:

individual geophysical operations will be assessed on a case-by-case
basis consistent with the terms of the RMP and other applicable
federal guidance.

Commenters questioned the way the BLM portrayed the potential for
coal production in the Planning Area, and, citing an outside study,
requested the BLM modify the discussion on coal to more accurately
reflect the potential for coal production.

The BLM revised the text in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS to more adequately describe the potential for coal
production from federal mineral estate in the Planning Area.

Commenters asked the BLM to identify acreage of withdrawals
proposed in ACECs, and modify Visual Resource Management (VRM)
Class Il boundaries around the Sheep Mountain Anticline ACEC to
include areas of bentonite potential. A commenter asked the BLM
not to issue new leases in areas where there are few existing leases.
Another commenter indicated that Timing Limitation Stipulation (TLS)
and Controlled Surface Use (CSU) stipulations are too restrictive
where habitats of species overlap. Regarding Alternative D,
commenters believed that classifying certain right-of-way avoidance
areas would hurt the bentonite industry and that an increase in the
areas closed to oil and gas leasing would be inconsistent with goals
and policies of county and conservation district land use plans. One
commenter asked that the BLM include restrictions on salable mineral
development at sage-grouse leks.

The BLM revised the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to include
clarification of the process by which ACECs may be withdrawn on a
case-by-case basis, adjustment of VRM boundaries as needed, and
other revisions, as appropriate.

Commenters expressed concern that lease stipulations, constraints,
and mitigation measures for mineral development are more
restrictive than necessary and may not be compliant with Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and the Energy Policy Act
of 2005; commenters recommended that stipulations be the least
restrictive necessary to adequately protect other resource values.
Commenters questioned the need for additional restrictions on oil
and gas development in the Planning Area considering the existing
restrictions in surrounding wilderness areas and National Parks.

Commenters requested a more detailed description of the reasoning
behind increasing restrictions, stipulations, and areas closed to oil and
gas leasing in the Planning Area as well as more information regarding
impacts to state and local economies from restrictions on minerals
development. Commenters requested several modifications in the
RMP and EIS including changing VRM Class Il areas from a moderate
to a major restriction and further describing the impacts from
managing big game crucial winter range as No Surface Occupancy
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Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2049:

Summary Response:

(NSO) Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) under Alternative
B. Commenters noted that closing an area to leasing is effectively a
withdrawal and that withdrawals can only be made using specific
procedures mandated by FLPMA.

The BLM revised text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to include a
description of cumulative impacts on minerals development
considering management in surrounding Wilderness and National
Parks, clarification of the application of NSO stipulations, and other
information, as appropriate.

In accordance with NEPA and other guidance, the BLM provided and
analyzed a range of alternatives and management scenarios for
minerals development. Chapter 2 provides the rationale and
restrictions on oil and gas development in the alternatives. Regarding
comments related to closing an area to leasing being considered as a
withdrawal, the BLM considers closure to leasing a discretionary
action that does not constitute a withdrawal from mineral entry
under the mining laws.

The BLM also notes that stipulations are attached prior to lease sale
and issuance. Mitigation measures are attached as conditions of
approval on site-specific projects. Should stipulations be determined
unwarranted, they are subject to exception, modification, and waiver.

Commenters requested reference to BLM and other agency policies,
guidance, and requirements for minerals development and
subsequent reclamation. Commenters requested that the BLM
should update certain data to reflect current information including
employment data for mining industry and number of Application for
Permit to Drill approved in recent years. Commenters also requested
the establishment of thresholds related to locatable minerals
development. Commenters asked BLM to consider effects of
management restrictions, implementing policies, and market
conditions and cycles on mineral development. Commenters
requested additional analysis on resources from bentonite mining and
damage to oil and gas wells if they are shut-in on an annual basis.

Commenters requested modification to minerals management in the
alternatives related to Oil and Gas Management Areas (OGMAs) and
Rights-of-Way (ROW) corridors in relation to mining. Additionally,
commenters requested clarifying language, correction of technical
statements, and incorporation of additional information related to
minerals in the RMP and EIS. Commenters requested the BLM to base
management decisions on sound science, monitoring, and field data.

The BLM revised the minerals and other appropriate sections in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS to include references to appropriate BLM
Handbooks and other guidance, clarify reclamation standards and
requirements, update the number of APDs, revise management
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Summary Comment #2050:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2051:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2052:

actions, clarify language regarding the shut-in of wells, and other
information, as appropriate.

Regarding the development of thresholds for locatable minerals, the
application of a threshold to locatable mineral development is
unreasonable as the 1872 mining law, as amended, allows for mining
activities unless withdrawn from appropriation under the mining laws.

Commenters provided several recommendations related to OGMAs
including reconsideration of the number of designated OGMAs,
adding language that allows for modification and expansion of
OGMA:s if development extends beyond the identified OGMA areas,
adding certain areas to OGMAs under Alternative C, and modifying
management actions associated with OGMAs.

The BLM reviewed the provided comments and revised Alternative D
management and other sections in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
including adjustment of OGMA boundaries, addition of language
allowing flexibility for expansion of OGMAs in the future if
development extends beyond the currently identified OGMAs, and
other revisions, as appropriate.

Commenters indicated that the RMP and EIS did not adequately
consider EOR and other technologies such as horizontal-well drilling,
and CO; sequestration related to EOR. Commenters noted that such
technologies could increase oil and gas development beyond what is
included in the RMP and EIS. Commenters indicated that the RFD
scenario and Proposed RMP and Final EIS should analyze the potential
for EOR to increase oil and gas production in the Planning Area.
Commenters urged BLM to keep lands open to leasing and
development to allow for advances in horizontal drilling and other
technologies. Commenters indicated that EOR should be analyzed to
allow future project development under Environmental Assessments
rather than EISs.

The RFD and the RMP and EIS did include assumptions associated with
technology improvements (see RFD page 30) including EOR. The BLM
added these technology improvement assumptions to Chapter 4. The
BLM also clarified the minerals sections of Chapters 3 and 4 with
regard to the potential for EOR techniques to change the potential for
oil and gas development in the Bighorn Basin, and included other
information, as appropriate.

Commenters referenced several laws, policies, guidance documents,
and case law regarding valid existing rights. Commenters indicated
that the BLM does not have the authority to modify stipulations, apply
unreasonable mitigation measures, or impose restrictions (such as
NSO) on existing leases after a lease has been issued. Commenters
also opposed management in alternatives B and D that would allow
the BLM to prohibit suspension of existing leases. Commenters noted
that a lease can only be modified by the mutual agreement of both
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Summary Response:

NEPA

Summary Comment #2055:

Summary Response:

the lessee and the lessor and recommended revisions to reflect this in
the RMP and EIS.

The BLM updated management in the minerals sections in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS including clarification that stipulations on
existing leases can only be added with the consent of the lease owner.
The BLM included additional information on leasing adjacent to
existing leases, clarification that the BLM may apply Conditions of
Approval in conformance with Section 6 of the Standard Oil and Gas
Lease Terms while recognizing valid existing rights, and other
information as appropriate.

Commenters indicated a preference for the development of an
alternative that implements a multiple use approach that would
provide for resource extraction while also providing for the
conservation for wildlife and biological resources. In addition,
commenters requested an analysis of proposed management actions
specific to wildlife resources, and, in some cases, requested the
development of additional management actions and/or management
areas be applied where appropriate. Commenters requested the
inclusion of other alternatives including a phased oil and gas
development alternative. Commenters also indicated that
measurement indicators were missing making it difficult to perform
an effects analysis of the alternatives.

The BLM revised the text of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS based on
received commenter input, providing additional information,
definitions, details in the text and management actions within
Alternative B geared toward conservation measures, reference
citations and clearly identified impact indicators. Additionally,
Alternative D was updated and contains language that implements a
multiple-use approach which balances the needs of resource
extraction with wildlife and biological resource conservation needs.

Performing an alternative analysis specific to wildlife resources is not
feasible as this action would preclude the BLM from managing public
lands for multiple uses and would not meet the purpose and need for
the plan revision.

Phased development and phased leasing alternatives were
considered, but not carried forward for detailed analysis for the
reasons cited in Section 2.3. This does not preclude, however, the
consideration of phased leasing or phased development on a site-
specific basis.

Note: MLPs, as outlined in the alternatives of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS may include phased leasing.
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Summary Comment #2057:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2054:

Summary Response:

Commenters indicated that various maps contained in the Draft RMP
and Draft EIS are inaccurate, incomplete, and, in some cases, unable
to be reproduced. Commenters also pointed to various
inconsistencies associated with maps contained in the Draft RMP and
Draft EIS. For instance, acreage inconsistencies were observed in
shapefiles associated with Recreation Management Areas, Travel
Management, Withdrawals, Geothermal Constraints, ROW Avoidance
and Exclusion Areas, and Mineral Constraints. Furthermore,
commenters requested an update of the administrative record to
include documentation utilized to develop GIS analysis and all
metadata utilized to generate maps.

The BLM reviewed GIS data, methods, and mapping products and
revised and updated shapefiles, tables, acreages, and maps, as
appropriate. The administrative record provides information
documenting the GIS analysis process.

Commenters requested that the BLM incorporate additional
information into the text of the RMP/EIS including, but not limited to
an explanation of discrepancies between alternatives A and D in acres
closed to oil and gas leasing within the Planning Area; providing more
information on the effects of different levels of development on
biological resources in the Planning Area; and providing specific
direction for the completion of rangeland health standards
assessments. Comments also requested additional information for
the analysis including more current information on jobs associated
with Bentonite mining, local research and modeling on the
contribution of the oil and gas industry to local economics and air
quality modeling to estimate potential impacts of planning decisions
on the air quality resources within the Planning Area.

Commenters also requested a more detailed discussion of the
purpose, implementation and enforcement of BMPs for resources in
the Planning Area and additional information on timeframes and
milestones associated with management and BMPs. Commenters
expressed concern regarding the need for a greater use of scientific
data to characterize historic and current conditions within the
Planning Area as well as to substantiate the need for proposed
changes in management.

Commenters requested additional information for the RFD including
discussing potential increases in production from enhanced recovery
techniques, requests for management to better accommodate EOR,
and requests for other provisions related to EOR.

Commenters identified a number of technical edits related to the
NEPA analysis including requests to use alternative language, correct
technical statements and/or terms, define terms, and clarify language.

The BLM has reviewed and revised the text of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS. Based on commenter input, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
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Paleontological Resources

Summary Comment #2059:

Summary Response:

Process and Procedure

Summary Comment #2060:

Summary Response:

Readability and Format

Summary Comment #2006:

includes revised glossary definitions, additional information, technical
edits, clarifications, references, and other revisions, as appropriate.

Commenters expressed concern regarding the proposed designation
of ACECs in the Planning Area based on the protection of specific
paleontological fossil locations. Specifically, commenters requested
detailed information on how restricting surface disturbance in these
areas would help to preserve paleontological resources. Additionally,
commenters questioned the necessity of restricted surface
disturbance when these areas are exposed to high volumes of natural
wind and water erosion. Moreover, commenters questioned why
fossil collection is prohibited in these areas and requested the
inclusion of scientific citations within the RMP and EIS to provide a
better description of the affected environment.

The BLM included additional references where appropriate in the
Paleontological Resources section. The BLM considered commenter
submitted edits and made technical corrections in the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS, as necessary.

Commenters expressed frustration regarding the BLM not fully
attending meetings held by the LGCA and noted their beliefs that the
BLM'’s lack of participation and coordination with counties and other
stakeholders is not consistent with FLPMA, NEPA, the terms of
Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs), and other policies and
guidance. Commenters expressed concern regarding the BLM’s non-
participation in local government public meetings.

The BLM developed the scope, management, and content in the RMP
and EIS through a collaborative process that involved numerous public
meetings between the BLM cooperating agencies, counties, the
public, and other affected parties. The RMP and EIS was prepared
consistent with NEPA, FLPMA, the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook,
and other applicable guidance and policy.

Commenters identified several readability issues and provided
suggested format changes regarding the layout and presentation of
information in the RMP and EIS. Specifically, commenters noted
problems with viewing maps on their computer screens, indicated
that the length of the document was excessive, and requested the use
of pull out indexes for various large-scale tables and appendices.
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Summary Response:

Recreation

Summary Comment #2062:

Summary Response:

Renewable Energy

Summary Comment #2065:

Summary Response:

The BLM evaluated all submitted requests regarding document
readability and format on an individual basis and revised the text,
tables, and maps, as appropriate.

Commenters recommended managing additional areas in the
Planning Area as SRMAs, while other commenters recommended
dropping SRMA management for certain areas or revising
management actions governing those areas. Commenters requested
that clarifying language be added to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS to
describe what types of recreation uses would benefit from specific
SRMA designation, as well as more detailed information describing
the goal of the SRMA designation.

Additionally, commenters requested clarification or revision of
potential impacts to recreation from specific management actions
under the various alternatives.

The BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives for recreation
and recreation management areas that were analyzed and considered
for the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Where appropriate, the BLM
revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to address
comments on potential management of recreation and to clarify
impacts.

Commenters requested that citations be included for information
pertaining to increases in renewable energy development and
associated activities in the Planning Area. In addition, commenters
recommended that the BLM incorporate wind energy development
guidance from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) and apply these
guidelines in the RMP and EIS text.

Citations documenting increases in renewable energy development
and associated activities are presented in the Reasonable Foreseeable
Development for Renewable Energy Resources in the Bighorn Basin
RMP Planning Area posted on the project website and referenced
throughout the Draft RMP and Draft EIS. The Summary of
Environmental Consequences table in Chapter 2 further illustrates
impacts to and from renewable energy development in the Planning
Area. The BLM will continue to consider federal and state guidance
on mitigation measures associated with wind development
throughout the planning period.
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Rights-of-Way and Corridors

Summary Comment #2066:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2067:

Summary Response:

Commenters questioned the overall adequacy of the analysis in the
ROW and corridors section and requested additional
explanation/rationale to support the proposed ROW corridors and the
exclusion and avoidance/mitigation areas under each alternative.
Some commenters sought specific information about the proposed
ROW programs under each alternative including the width of
designated corridors, the requirements for colocation of projects, and
the specific management prescriptions for avoidance/mitigation
areas. Commenters also expressed concern that the criteria and
process for identification of ROW corridors and ROW exclusion and
avoidance/mitigation areas were unclear and did not account for
some existing ROW projects in the Planning Area or adequately
estimate the demand for future ROW projects such as carbon dioxide
sequestration. Some commenters requested additional analysis of
the impact of ROW management areas on ROW holders and
applicants including the ability of an oil and gas lessee to access its
lease, and consideration of the regulatory and economic constraints
facing utility companies. Commenters also requested definition of
terms and clarification of the differences in impacts to the ROW
program among alternatives.

In response to comments, the BLM reviewed the ROW sections and
provided additional information in the Proposed RMP and EIS,
including clarifying resource impacts associated with ROW corridors
and exclusion and avoidance areas, clarifying definitions, updating the
glossary, and other appropriate revisions.

Commenters expressed concern regarding discrepancies between
information in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and the GIS data used by
the BLM to delineate ROW avoidance and exclusion areas within the
Planning Area. Commenters requested that the BLM reconcile the
discrepancies or remove the information from the Draft RMP and
Draft EIS. Commenters recommended the addition of new
information that takes into account the increase in ROW use by future
development in the Planning Area such as electrical transmission lines
and CO; pipelines. Commenters also requested that BLM include a
variety of references in the text as well as in the alternatives.

The BLM reviewed GIS data, methods, and mapping products
associated with the ROW land use allocations and revised and
updated shapefiles, tables, acreages, and maps, as appropriate. In
addition, the BLM reviewed and revised the ROW sections in relation
to the comments and provided additional information including
clarification of existing and new ROWs, clarification of management
precedence where ROW corridors overlap ROW exclusion and
avoidance/mitigation areas, added language for management actions,
and additional reference information, as appropriate.
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Greater Sage-Grouse

Summary Comment #2068:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2069:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2071:

Commenters indicated greater sage-grouse information in the Draft
RMP and Draft EIS did not provide adequate details for the reader to
draw conclusions about impacts among the different alternatives.
Commenters raised concerns and requested information regarding:
(1) invasive species management and livestock impacts on greater
sage-grouse habitat; (2) missing scientific references and/or data to
support BLM’s conclusions regarding impacts to greater sage-grouse
under each alternative; (3) clarification regarding limiting noise levels
around greater sage-grouse leks; and (4) disclosure of economic
impacts resulting from land closure to livestock grazing as a protection
measure for greater sage-grouse.

The BLM revised management actions and greater sage-grouse
related text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, including clarification
that management of livestock grazing under Alternative A may not
improve the quality or quantity of sage-grouse habitat, and
clarification regarding consistency with the Wyoming Governor’s
Executive Order (EQ) “Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection” (EO
2011-5). In addition, BLM clarified language on impacts and included
scientific references, as appropriate. (See also the Supplement EIS
summary comments and responses in Section 4.2.2)

Several commenters raised concerns that management and identified
Key Habitat Areas in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS may not be
compliant with the State of Wyoming’s greater sage-grouse policy
including IM WY-2010-012 and EO 2011-5. Commenters questioned
BLM'’s decision to expand Key Habitat Areas beyond the existing
greater sage-grouse Core Area boundaries and requested scientific
reasoning for the decision.

The BLM revised management in the alternatives, analysis, and
applicable greater sage-grouse text to be consistent with current
State of Wyoming policies and guidance on the management of
greater sage-grouse and their habitat. As discussed Appendix Q of the
Draft RMP and Draft EIS BLM intends to maintain consistency with the
Core Areas as identified by the State of Wyoming. The Proposed RMP
and Final EIS includes a reasonable range of alternatives for greater
sage-grouse management. (See also the Supplement EIS summary
comments and responses in Section 4.2.2)

Commenters indicated that the analysis of impacts to greater sage-
grouse in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS could be improved through the
inclusion of more descriptive explanations, editorial changes,
clarification of terminology, and scientific references. Specifically,
commenters questioned or raised concerns pertaining to: (1) impacts
on livestock grazing, oil and gas, and other resources resulting from
management of greater sage-grouse and their habitat; (2) suggestions
that the BLM defer to the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5 for BMPs
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Summary Response:

Socioeconomic Resources

Summary Comment #2046:

regarding greater sage-grouse and correctly reference this EO
throughout the document; (3) inconsistencies between BLM decisions
and guidance provided in EO 2011-5; and (4) expanded detail on the
management challenges for greater sage-grouse populations in the
Planning Area.

Commenters cited specific research that could be referenced by the
BLM to inform their decisions regarding impacts on and from other
resources from management of greater sage-grouse. Additionally,
commenters requested the BLM fully define terminology, add
scientific references, and disclose detailed information pertinent to
the planning and management of greater sage-grouse.

The BLM revised management actions, Chapters 3 and 4, and other
greater sage-grouse related text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to
ensure consistency with EO 2011-5, included additional citations of
scientific studies and research to support text, added references (to
maps and other sections) where necessary, and made other revisions
supplying clarifying language, as appropriate. (See also the
Supplement EIS summary comments and responses in Section 4.2.2)

Regarding requests for additional details about sage-grouse nest
cover and potential impacts, the BLM notes that greater sage-grouse
nest cover amounts change from year to year, and it would be
unreasonable to provide this kind and amount of data, annually, given
the many variables, besides livestock grazing that affect it. It is
reasonable to provide a livestock grazing utilization limit or level that
allows for adequate greater sage-grouse nest cover, which is
summarized in Appendix W. The BLM added a reference to this
appendix in the livestock grazing section.

Commenters indicated that the analysis does not adequately address
potential impacts to local communities and focuses too much on
impacts at a regional or statewide level. For instance, commenters
expressed concern about the use of the Impact Analysis for Planning
Model (IMPLAN) because this model does not address how
implementation of the alternatives would affect specific local
communities. Additionally, commenters indicated that the analysis
does not include historical or qualitative information associated with
local communities, which prevents the analysis from accurately
estimating the socioeconomic impacts to local communities.

Commenters indicated that the analysis fails to quantify and, thereby,
consider the importance of the oil and gas industry to the economic
wellbeing of local communities throughout the Planning Area.
Commenters expressed concern that an Economic Strategies
Workshop was never conducted, which, as a result, renders the
analysis inadequate because it does not include the input of the public
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Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2046_1:

Summary Response:

as it pertains to desired social and economic conditions. Additionally,
commenters indicated that the analysis undervalues the potential
output of oil and gas development with respect to job creation and
other economic factors.

The level of impact analysis for individual communities in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS provides as accurate and geographically
specific an assessment as available data allow. Additionally, as
described in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS appendices, the IMPLAN
model uses economic sector information from the four counties (not
the entire state of Wyoming) to calculate potential indirect and
induced impacts. The Final EIS for the Proposed RMP is at the
programmatic level, and subsequent site-specific NEPA analysis and
other actions such as APDs will have separate environmental
clearance processes that consider impacts on socioeconomics.

In response to comments, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS includes
historical information on local communities in the affected
environment (Chapter 3). The affected environment section for
economic conditions provides detailed information about the
contribution of the mining and oil and gas industries to employment,
wages, and tax revenues for local as well as state and federal
governments.

The description of the affected environment and impacts analysis for
socioeconomics utilized the best and most appropriate data and
methods. The BLM held an Economic Strategies Workshop for the
RMP and EIS in 2008 and used results of the workshop, in
combination with input obtained during scoping and cooperator and
agency review of draft document versions, to inform and refine the
affected environment and impacts analysis for socioeconomics.

Commenters indicated that the analysis did not consider several
potential socioeconomic impacts including those that would result
from management of special designations, management actions such
as seasonal restrictions, as well as potential oil and gas development
in Mowry Shale Formation of the Bighorn Basin. Commenters
indicated that the implementation of seasonal restrictions could
potentially result in “boom and bust” scenarios. Commenters
requested that the RMP and EIS include an analysis of impacts to
affected communities that would result from a potential boom and
bust scenario.

The BLM reviewed the socioeconomic analysis in response to the
comments and revised text including clarifying potential impacts of an
aging population, consideration of differences in local ad valorem
production tax credits between BLM provided information in the RMP
and EIS and Ecosystem Research Group information, and other
information, as appropriate. The alternatives included restrictions
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Summary Comment #2046_2:

Summary Response:

Soil

Summary Comment #2045:

resulting from special designations that were considered in the
economic analysis.

The Proposed RMP and Final EIS contains discussion on the seasonal
boom and bust cycle by comparison with Alternative C, which would
provide exceptions to discretionary seasonal restrictions in OGMAs
and ROW corridors.

It is not possible to design specific mitigation at the RMP level,
because the RMP will not directly authorize any on-the-ground
activities. The appropriateness of onsite and offsite mitigation, and
the methods to be used, must be tied to a proposal where specific
impacts can be predicted. The range of alternatives analyzed in detail
provides for development of such mitigation during the analysis of a
specific proposal (see management actions 8001, 8004, and 8005).

Commenters noted that none of the alternatives considered, but
eliminated dealt with socioeconomics. Additionally, commenters
raised concerns that the Key Terms and Concepts by Resources section
only discusses socioeconomics in the context of mitigation.
Commenters requested the inclusion of socioeconomic factors in the
discussion of key concepts including, but not limited to, Livestock
Grazing, Mineral Leasing, and Well Withdrawals. Commenters also
provided data and recommendations for considering recreation and
tourism data in the analysis.

As noted by commenters, the BLM considered several alternatives
that had corresponding connections to socioeconomic resources and
scenarios and did not carry them forward as described in Section 2.3
of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. In addition, the socioeconomic
impact analysis considers the economic and social impacts of
alternatives in their entirety, including all relevant effects from
management actions in other sectors (e.g., livestock, geothermal, oil
and gas, etc.). The BLM reviewed the provided data on recreation and
tourism in the region and revised the socioeconomic analysis and
sections, as appropriate.

Commenters expressed concern regarding the WEPP model used to
predict soil erosion rates for the Planning Area. Commenters
requested that a more detailed description of the WEPP model
parameters be given in the text of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS along
with language explaining why those parameters were chosen.
Commenters recommended that impacts to soils from certain
resources and activities be re-assessed while considering the scientific
literature and examples provided. Commenters also recommended
identifying priority areas in the Planning Area for soil erosion
management in the text.
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Summary Response: With respect to issues pertaining to soil loss, Chapter 3, section 3.1.3
identifies the threshold for soil loss in the Planning Area. Currently,
there is no data available regarding the number of acres in the
Planning Area where soil loss thresholds have been exceeded. The
BLM acknowledges the need for additional soils data in the Planning
Area and Management Action 1015 requires future soil survey efforts
include erosion rates and soil stability parameters.

Appendix V of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS provides details
regarding the WEPP parameters; additionally, the BLM added
additional references as needed to support statements within the
Soils section of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

Special Status Species

Summary Comment #2036: Commenters indicated the level of information within the special
status species alternatives analysis did not supply adequate details for
the reader to draw conclusions about impacts among the different
alternatives. Specifically commenters raised concerns and requested
information about: (a) detailed protections offered to species from
future developments; (b) the size and use of protective buffers; and
(c) why the BLM did not include quantifiable data (acres) for
comparison of impacts between alternatives.

Summary Response: The BLM developed and analyzed alternatives within the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS using the best available information in compliance
with federal laws, guidelines, and policies. As necessary, the BLM
included additional references and analysis that support decisions
concerning special status species management.

The Proposed RMP and Final EIS provides an estimate of potential

surface disturbance, sufficient for making a reasoned choice among
the alternatives, and employs the assumption that such disturbance
would affect vegetation communities proportionally to their current
extent. However, the exact location of projects and their effects on
various habitat types will not be known until projects are proposed.

Summary Comment #2041: Commenters recommended several changes to the discussion and
analysis for the mountain plover. These edits included requests to use
alternative language, correct technical statements, and clarify
management actions for mountain plover protection. In particular,
commenters requested the BLM reevaluate its analysis and
alternatives to reflect mountain plover preferred habitat conditions.
Commenters also requested the BLM update the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS to incorporate the recently released determination from the
USFWS removing the mountain plover from consideration of
protections under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Summary Response: The BLM revised the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to reflect the USFWS
ESA determination for the mountain plover. However, despite its
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Summary Comment #2042:

Summary Response:

change in status with the USFWS, the mountain plover is a BLM
Wyoming special status species and, as such, requires additional
consideration and conservation measures.

The BLM acknowledges that mountain plover prefer sparsely
vegetated sites; within the Bighorn Basin, the birds inhabit areas with
very little vegetation that, consequently, receive little pressure from
grazing animals. The Bighorn Basin has an abundance of naturally
sparse habitats for mountain plover nesting and the BLM and USFWS
do not see the need for, and have not proposed to, create more
through application of heavy grazing or other management. Where
appropriate, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to
clarify the focus of habitat management for this species.

Commenters raised concerns about the overall adequacy of the
special status species analysis and indicated several areas that could
benefit from more detailed explanations. Specifically, commenters
requested additional information be included within the analysis and
raised questions regarding: (a) detailed information on BLM
management direction and monitoring actions pertaining to special
status species protection and habitat; (b) the accuracy of facts and
data presented by the BLM; (c) requests for detailed explanations of
BLM'’s stated methods and assumptions for special status species; and
(d) greater protections and safety measures for listed species.

The BLM incorporated, in coordination with the USFWS and the
WGFD, commenter requests for specific revisions and clarifications,
technical edits, changes to management actions, and updates to data
and mapping as appropriate.

The USFWS and WGFD are the lead authorities responsible for the
protection, management, and monitoring of all flora and fauna
species within the Planning Area. Both the USFWS and WGFD
provided guidance to the BLM, which is reflected in the special status
species sections and management actions in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS. In addition, the BLM coordinated with the USFWS and the
WGFD in the collection of GIS data and the mapping of special status
species.

Travel and Transportation Management

Summary Comment #2034:

Commenters indicated that travel management and travel restrictions
would have a negative effect on energy development, grazing, and
recreation uses. Commenters requested expansion of the analysis to
fully describe the BLM’s reasoning behind travel management
designations, including references to other resource uses that would
be affected by these designations. Commenters also recommended
designating certain areas in the Planning Area as Off-Highway Vehicle
(OHV) Riding Parks or All-Terrain Vehicle “Open” areas. Additionally,
commenters requested that management actions include restrictions
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Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2034 _1:

Summary Response:

Vegetation

Summary Comment #2033:

that are more stringent in an effort to protect resources including, but
not limited to, wildlife and cultural resources. In addition,
commenters highlighted various instances of missing and/or
inadequate information.

The BLM reviewed and revised the RMP and EIS in response to
comments including additional references to applicable travel
management plans, revision and addition of definitions to the
glossary, edits to management actions, and other revisions, as
appropriate.

The BLM will address site-specific road closures during subsequent
travel management planning. The goal of travel management in the
RMP is to identify broad travel management designations (i.e., areas
closed, open, or limited for travel).

The BLM must provide a reasonable range of alternatives, and given
the resource values associated within suggested open OHV areas, the
range of alternatives is in the EIS is deemed reasonable and
appropriate for consideration.

43 CFR 8342.1, Designation Criteria, includes a basis for considering
open OHV areas, and other travel management designations and
directs the BLM as follows: “(a) Areas and trails shall be located to
minimize damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, air, or other
resources of the public lands, and (b) Areas and trails shall be located
to minimize harassment of wildlife or significant disruption of wildlife
habitats. Special attention will be given to protect endangered or
threatened species and their habitat.”

Public sentiment and BLM transportation and planning guidance does
not support unlimited off-road, cross-country motorized travel.
Generally, unlimited motorized cross-country travel may be
warranted in areas where it does not affect other valuable resources,
where conflicts with other recreational activities are insignificant, and
where a substantial demand for this type of motorized recreational
activity has been demonstrated.

Commenters noted several inconsistencies between travel
management acreages in GIS data and those reported in the RMP and
EIS. Commenters also identified blank records and other data issues
in the GIS data for travel management.

The BLM reviewed the travel management data and information in
the GIS files and the RMP and revised acreages, shapefiles, attributes,
and maps, as appropriate.

Commenters expressed concern regarding the overall analysis of
vegetation in the RMP and EIS. Commenters indicated that the
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Summary Response:

Visual Resources

Summary Comment #2032:

vegetation information was not adequate and could be improved by
using LANDFIRE data instead of GAP vegetation data; replacing
incomplete inventories of existing conditions with more complete
versions; comparing in greater detail historic and current vegetation
conditions; reconciling discrepancies in acreages in the RMP and EIS
and between the RMP and EIS and BLM-provided GIS data; and having
a more in-depth discussion of the role of fire accompanied by tabular
and spatial data. Commenters also recommended that the RMP and
EIS provide a more detailed description of why certain events or
activities are categorized as having an adverse or beneficial impact to
vegetation.

Commenters expressed concern that the RMP and EIS does not
provide significant changes in management for invasive species in the
Planning Area and requested that the further assessment of invasive
species management be initiated. Commenters requested that
changes in AMPs be accompanied by a comprehensive monitoring
study of the Planning Area based on livestock grazing as well as a
comprehensive noxious weed inventory of the Planning Area.
Additionally, commenters identified a number of technical edits
related to vegetation including requests to use alternative language,
correct technical statements and/or terms, define terms, and clarify
language. Commenters requested that BLM include a variety of
references in the text as well as in the alternatives.

The BLM reviewed the provided vegetation comments and revised the
RMP and EIS including adjustment and clarification of management
actions, updates for ESA-listed and sensitive species, and other
information, as appropriate.

The BLM will consider using LANDFIRE data in the future as part of
keeping the Analysis of the Management Situation current. Neither
the BLM nor any participating cooperators made a proposal to
implement a comprehensive monitoring study of the vegetation
resources, noxious weeds, or sensitive plant species within the
Planning Area during the alternative development process.

Therefore, under the Proposed RMP, the BLM will continue to manage
the vegetation resources at the allotment and watershed level with an
emphasis on large contiguous blocks of native plant communities.

The Wyoming North Zone FMP (May 2004) contains a more in depth
discussion of the role of fire in each of the Planning Area’s five Fire
Management Units.

Commenters indicated that the proposed VRM restrictions would
significantly reduce oil and gas development potential in the Planning
Area. Some commenters stated that the BLM did not have the
authority to impose VRM restrictions on state or private lands, as well
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Summary Response:

Water

Summary Comment #2031:

Summary Response:

as on areas that have existing leases or permits for oil and gas
development. In addition, commenters indicated that the
determinations of visual inventory classes are unclear and not
defined, specifically pertaining to sensitivity levels. Furthermore,
commenters questioned the reasoning behind expanding several VRM
classes from Alternative A to Alternative D. Commenters indicated
that there are several editorial issues associated with the analysis.

The BLM maintains an inventory of all resources on public lands,
which includes maintaining an inventory of visual resources. As part
of this RMP revision project, the WFO and CYFO conducted new
inventories or updated their existing visual resource inventories.
These updated inventories identified changes in sensitivity levels and
scenic quality, which changed the Visual Resource Inventory (VRI)
classes. Some areas moved from VRI Class Il and lll to 1V, and other
areas from VRI Class lll and IV to Il. The BLM reviewed the
manageability of these VRI classes, resulting in the VRM classes
analyzed in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS alternatives. The full
visual resource inventories are available for public viewing at the
CYFO and the WFO, and information on how the BLM conducts
inventories is available in Manual 8410-1, Visual Resource Inventory
(BLM 1986c).

The Proposed RMP only directs management of public lands and
resources administered by the BLM within the Cody and Worland field
offices. VRM management classes, therefore, do not apply to any
state or private lands. The BLM added this information to the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

In the case of split estate lands, the application of VRM management
class objectives apply to the development of the mineral estate as
they would to federal mineral estate on federal surface lands,
provided the stipulations do not adversely affect the surface owner's
land use or actions. Exceptions to surface development restrictions
could be granted if requested or agreed to by the surface owner.

Commenters requested that the BLM include additional protective
management for water resources. Specific requests included NSO
restrictions for areas proximate to drinking water sources, such as
aquifers, and the identification of BMPs and monitoring programs to
protect and evaluate water quality. Commenters requested
justification or clarification concerning several management actions.

Commenters also questioned the BLM’s authority to regulate surface
water quality, which they noted was under the jurisdiction of WDEQ.

The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS where
appropriate to provide additional information and references, and to
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Summary Comment #2031_1:

Summary Response:

clarify the intent of management actions. BLM clarified the intent to
require water management plans for new authorizations resulting in
produced water. Additionally BLM made changes to Management
Action 1029, requiring the development of a groundwater monitoring
program in accordance with state requirements.

Appendix L includes a list of standard BMPs for groundwater

protection. The inclusion of circumstances under which BMPs would
be applied is beyond the scope of this RMP, however, general criteria
for application of BMP’s to projects is provided in the final document.

While the BLM acknowledges that WDEQ is the authority for water
regulation in the State of Wyoming, it is the BLM’s responsibility to
consult with WDEQ regarding water-related issues during permitting
processes that occur on public lands and to follow-up if issues
associated with permitted discharges are discovered.

Commenters indicated that the water section was missing information
demonstrating compliance with Wyoming water laws as well as the
characterization of specific water resource types such as groundwater
and Class | waters. Additionally, commenters indicated that the
analysis failed to use the most recent data pertaining to the
characterization and classification of specific water resource types.
Commenters indicated that the analysis did not provide data or
baseline conditions for water resources indicators that would allow
for an evaluation of potential impacts including chemical
characteristics, physical characteristics, and biological characteristics.
Commenters also questioned the determination that no violations of
water quality standards would occur under any of the alternatives.
Finally, commenters expressed concern that the analysis did not
consider the beneficial uses of water produced by development
activities including, but not limited to livestock grazing and the
creation of riparian zones and wetlands.

The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS based on
commenter input to provide definitions, technical corrections,
additional text, and clarifications as needed. Specifically, the BLM
included additional discussion on the beneficial and adverse effects of
produced water discharges. The BLM revised the document where
appropriate to include commenter suggested data and reference
updates, and conducted additional reviews to ensure consistency with
current federal laws and guidance.

BLM RMP’s are planning level documents that cannot analyze many
site-specific impacts that will affect water quality. While the BLM
acknowledges that waters can be described based on their chemical,
physical, and biological characteristics, the BLM did not intend these
to be the impact indicators used in Chapter 4 of the RMP and EIS and,
therefore, did not include baseline information on these
characteristics in Chapter 3. Specific water quality indicators
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Summary Comment #2031_2:

Summary Response:

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Summary Comment #2018:

suggested by commenters would likely be addressed during
permitting for site-specific actions.

The BLM recognizes that many stream segments do not meet state
water quality standards (refer to Chapter 3, Table 3-6). To this end,
the BLM revised Chapter 2 and 4 of the final document to state that
no additional impacts to surface water quality are anticipated other
than the potential for those waters currently impaired to continue to
exceed standards for fecal coliform and E. coli. In addition, the BLM
revised Chapter 4 to include an expanded discussion of Management
Action 1040, which would have a positive impact on water quality due
to cooperation with adjacent landowners and implementation of
BMPs.

Commenters expressed concern related to the assumptions and
modeling used in the water quality analysis. Commenter questioned
the assumption that Coalbed Natural Gas (CBNG) produced water
would be of the same quality and quantity as produced water from oil
and gas development. Additionally, commenters indicated that the
WEPP model utilized in the analysis was inadequate due to
underestimations of natural and manmade erosion and runoff rates.
Commenters stated that the model did not appear to have been
calibrated to represent conditions specific to the Bighorn Basin.

The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to
provide additional text, reference, and clarifications as appropriate.
Specifically, the BLM included information on the role of the Wyoming
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System in increasing beneficial
impacts and reducing adverse impacts, the quality of produced water
from CBNG versus conventional oil and gas development, and an
expanded discussion on the assumption and limitations of the WEPP
model.

The WEPP model is a high level-planning tool; the results presented in
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS are not intended to show an accurate
projection of total natural and manmade runoff in the Planning Area,
but instead to provide a way to evaluate the effects of the alternatives
in relation to one another. This type of comparative analysis is
appropriate at the RMP level; impacts on runoff will vary based on
project type, mitigation and BMPs applied, and other site-specific
factors that will be identified at the project level.

Commenters expressed concern regarding the selection of a Preferred
Alternative that does not protect and enhance potential Wild and
Scenic River (WSRs) resources in the Planning Area. Commenters
recommended that the BLM give additional information in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding the basis for the listing of
waterways within the Planning Area with special consideration for
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Summary Response:

Wild Horses

Summary Comment #2030:

Summary Response:

consistency of WSR designation between the BLM and agencies with
which the BLM shares a boundary.

The BLM developed and analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives
for the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. WSR guidance directs the BLM to
analyze suitability for each eligible waterway segment before making
a decision on whether or not to recommend an eligible waterway
segment to Congress for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River
System. The BLM used the RMP revision as the suitability analysis,
which included scoping, public meetings, and intimate planning with
the local cooperators and public comments to the Draft RMP and
Draft EIS. Appendix F addresses the determination of suitability. In
addition, the WFO and CYFO WSR reports are available on the project
website.

Commenters presented recommendations on the potential
management of wild horses in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS that would
both expand and reduce wild horse herds and ranges. Commenters
requested the BLM include an option for increasing the appropriate
management level for wild horse Herd Management Areas (HMAs).
Commenters also requested an option for decreasing the appropriate
management level and the AUM s allotted for wild horses or managing
wild horses to the lowest allowable appropriate management level.
Additionally, commenters suggested the BLM expand HMA
boundaries or manage all HMAs and HAs for wild horses, while other
commenters suggested the BLM remove wild horses from certain
HMAs. Other comments either requested the consideration of
additional specific protections for wild horses or questioned the need
for specific management actions considered in the Draft RMP and
Draft EIS.

Commenters requested that the Proposed RMP and Final EIS include
provisions for rangeland health assessments for the HMAs.
Commenters identified a number of technical edits related to wild
horses, including requests for BLM to use revised language, correct
technical statements, define terms, and clarify language.
Commenters also requested that BLM include a variety of references
in the text as well as in the alternatives.

The Proposed RMP and Final EIS analyzes a full range of alternatives.
This range included alternatives that prioritize forage allocation for
wild horses, as well as alternatives that prioritize other resources and
uses. Some issues (e.g., stocking level for the HMAs and setting
appropriate management level) are not RMP level decisions, and
would be addressed as applicable in subsequent NEPA or permit
renewal processes, or HMA plans.
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Wilderness Study Areas

Summary Comment #2019:

Summary Response:

Wildlife

Summary Comment #2020:

Section 3.4.10 Wild Horses of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS
incorporates by reference previous analysis that determined that
managing wild horses in Herd Areas resulted in management issues or
conflicts that were most appropriately resolved by the removal of wild
horses or the management of horses in smaller HMAs within the
original Herd Area boundaries. The BLM reviewed these analyses and
determined them to be valid, with the exception of a portion of the
McCullough Peaks area. In the case of McCullough Peaks, the BLM
considered alternatives that would expand the HMA boundary to
address issues and conflicts.

The BLM revised the text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS based on
commenter input to provide additional information, definitions,
details, technical edits and citations as deemed necessary.

Commenters recommended that the acreage for Wilderness Study
Areas (WSAs) in the Planning Area be increased to protect, through
adaptive management, wilderness characteristics and WSAs.
Additionally, commenters expressed concern that citizen proposed
WSAs were not included in the proposed alternatives. Commenters
requested a description of the reasoning behind recommending WSAs
near ongoing operations that may preclude the area from WSA
designation.

The BLM’s authority to recommend areas as WSAs under FLPMA
section 603 (43 U.S.C. § 1782) has expired and only Congress can
make determinations regarding the status of WSAs pending before it.
Comments requesting consideration of WSAs have been addressed
through identification and analysis of lands with wilderness
characteristics.

The BLM conducted a wilderness characteristics inventory of lands in
the Planning Area to identify areas with wilderness characteristics.
The BLM disclosed the results of that inventory and developed and
analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives for managing areas with
wilderness characteristics. The inventory forms are available for
public review at the WFO and the CYFO and on their respective
websites.

Commenters raised several questions and concerns regarding wildlife
management in the alternatives. Specifically, commenters raised
concerns and provided information for BLM’s consideration including:
(a) recommended constraints on federal mineral estate in Wildlife
Management Areas; (b) requests for clarification of management
including leasing restrictions in the Absaroka Front; (c) preferences to
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Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2022:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #2025:

allow reasonable access to existing oil and gas well locations even in
sensitive wildlife habitat; (d) concerns some alternatives are not in
compliance with BLM’s wildlife policy; (e) recommendations for BMPs;
(f) recommendations regarding applying seasonal wildlife protections
on a case-by-case basis; (g) flexibility in management to effectively
manage wildlife through hunting; (h) additional information on
wildlife management challenges associated with predation; (i) and
requests for revision of wildlife information in the Affected
Environment.

The BLM updated wildlife management in the alternatives and other
wildlife-related text in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, including
revisions to the referenced management actions, clarification of
terminology, clear identification of areas open and closed to leasing
under each alternative, addition of references and citations to support
stated information, incorporation of submitted commenter input, and
other revisions, as appropriate.

Commenters provided several edits for GIS and mapping, as well as
other revisions to support the wildlife impacts analysis. Commenters
questioned or raised concerns pertaining to: (1) the need for
additional maps and revision to big game wildlife species maps; (2)
inconsistencies between the BLM and WGFD big game crucial winter
range acreages and mapping; (3) factual corrections on area
classification; and (4) missing acreage and/or details within the
analysis, including summer range acres unavailable for and/or closed
to oil and gas development.

The BLM revised the Proposed RMP and Final EIS in response to
comments, as appropriate. The BLM coordinated with WGFD during
the preparation of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and the WGFD
concurred with the big game crucial winter range maps as depicted in
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

Commenters raised concerns about completeness of data presented
in the wildlife analysis and indicated several areas that could benefit
from additional explanations. Specifically, commenters requested
additional information be included in the analysis and raised
questions regarding: (1) the impacts/effects resulting from wildlife
and livestock grazing management, mineral development, and other
resource uses; (2) the BLM’s quantification of baseline data; and (3)
requests for detailed explanation of BLM’s methods and assumptions
for wildlife resources.

Additionally, commenters indicated the Draft RMP and Draft EIS had
several deficiencies, specifically in relation to: (a) a clearly stated
monitoring and evaluation protocol for the RMP goals and objectives;
(b) inconsistencies between objectives for wildlife and special status
species; and (c) clear direction regarding public and land manager
involvement with the monitoring and evaluation protocol.
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Summary Response:

Wilderness Characteristics

Summary Comment #2027:

The BLM incorporated commenter requests for specific revisions and
clarifications, technical edits, and updates to data as appropriate.
Appendix D of the Draft RMP and Draft EIS outlines opportunities
for public involvement.

Big game and wildlife population numbers and management are
ultimately a WGFD issue. When wildlife population numbers and
effects on other resources become an issue, the BLM has several ways
to resolve the issue. Examples include habitat enhancement projects
to disperse elk use, increased hunter access, and increased harvest
negotiated with the WGFD. Additionally, the BLM proposed to help
the WGFD manage wildlife populations towards stated objectives by
managing identified important habitats (e.g., aspen, willow, mixed
conifer and spruce fir communities).

Commenters expressed concern that based on the guidelines set forth
in BLM Manual 6301 the BLM did not properly conduct the lands with
wilderness characteristics inventory for the Planning Area.
Commenters requested that the BLM include a more detailed
discussion, with references to guidance material, of the reasoning
behind the inclusion of each land with wilderness characteristics
identified in the inventory. Commenters noted that many proposed
lands with wilderness characteristics contained numerous roads and
other man-made structures that were not discussed in the text or
disclosed on the maps of the RMP and EIS. In addition, commenters
recommended the BLM clarify the definition of roads as used in the
lands with wilderness characteristics inventory.

Commenters also expressed concern regarding the recent changes in
the Department of the Interior's administration of lands with
wilderness characteristics and recommended removal of all lands with
wilderness characteristics references from the text of the Draft RMP
and Draft EIS.

Some commenters requested that BLM institute specific management
prescriptions for lands identified as having wilderness characteristics
for protection of those characteristics. Commenters expressed
concern that the Draft RMP and Draft EIS did not fully address how
the proposal of lands with wilderness characteristics would impact
resource uses such as ranching and mineral development.

Commenters identified a number of technical edits related to
wilderness characteristics including requests to use alternative
language, correcting technical statements and/or terms, defining
terms, and clarifying language. Commenters also requested the BLM
include a variety of references in the text as well as in the alternatives.
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Summary Response:

FLPMA, Section 201, requires the BLM to maintain its inventory of
wilderness characteristics, which includes augmenting inventory
efforts by analyzing additional and new information submitted by the
public. BLM’s inventory obligation is a continuous one and is not
merely an activity that BLM completes during the land use planning
process. The intent of an RMP is to set forth the management of
areas with inventoried wilderness characteristics, which includes
analyzing potential management of areas containing wilderness
characteristics for those characteristics.

The BLM is not required to manage lands outside of WSAs or
Wilderness Areas for wilderness characteristics. However, the BLM
developed a reasonable range of alternatives for lands with
wilderness characteristics that were analyzed and considered for the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. This range included alternatives
designed to protect wilderness characteristics in these areas, as well
as alternatives without such protections. Where specific
management actions for the protection of wilderness characteristics
were considered, managed lands with wilderness characteristics
would still allow for grandfathered uses and would be subject to valid
existing rights.

Based on commenter input, the BLM revised the lands with
wilderness characteristics sections in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
as appropriate to provide clarifying information, define terminology,
and provide references.

The BLM has been updating its inventory of lands with wilderness
characteristics consistent with FLPMA, and the discussion in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS is based on information in the updated
inventory. As such, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS is consistent with
recent policy and guidance (BLM Manuals 6310 and 6320) on lands
with wilderness characteristics. For example, while lands with
wilderness characteristics continue to be a resource the BLM is
required to consider consistent with FLPMA, the BLM concurs that
references to the term “Wild Lands” and Secretarial Order 3310 are
no longer appropriate and have, therefore, removed them in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

4.2.2. Supplement to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS

Similar to that described for the Draft RMP and Draft EIS, the summary comments and responses are
presented below, and generally organized by BLM resource program or other appropriate issue
categories (e.g., greater sage-grouse) as described in Table A-2. The summary comment numbers below
can be used to track the summary comment and response to the individual comments presented in

Attachment D.
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Air Quality

Summary Comment #3002:

Summary Response:

Commenters requested BLM provide the rationale for concluding that
Alternative E will not exceed the NAAQS or Wyoming Ambient Air
Quality Standards.

Commenters questioned why Tables 4-3 and 4-4 only included carbon
dioxide emissions, did not include other greenhouse gases, and the
years chosen for the carbon dioxide analysis. Commenters suggested
“equivalent” be removed in the titles of Tables 4-3 and 4-4 and the
footnotes deleted. Commenters requested BLM provide a reference
supporting the statement that carbon dioxide from prescribed fires is
considered to be counterbalanced by increased productivity of
existing larger vegetation and new growth.

The BLM updated the text in the Air Quality sections to provide
additional explanation, clarification and/or references; updated the
emissions spreadsheets and tables including adding CHs and N>O
emissions; and added an Air Resource Management Plan as an
appendix to the Proposed RMP.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Summary Comment #3001:

Summary Response:

Commenters requested the BLM provide clarification on the ACEC
designation process, why the ACECs were necessary for conservation
of greater sage-grouse, and possible acreage discrepancies between
ACEC boundaries overlapping federal mineral estate. Other
commenters requested BLM develop other habitat management
solutions instead of designating greater sage-grouse ACECs.

Additionally, commenters questioned the scientific facts behind the
proposed ACEC designations, if the ACECs met the relevance and
importance criteria for designation, and suggested ACEC designation
violated the BLM multiple use mandate. Commenters offered support
for Alternative D suggesting that the protections in place under the
Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5 were sufficient to protect greater
sage-grouse and its habitat, stating that alternatives E and F were not
consistent with the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5. Commenter
noted that the two EOs used to inform sage-grouse management
efforts had been replaced or are no longer in effect. Other
commenters called into question the level of constraints on oil and
gas development described in the document due to ACEC designation.
Commenters noted that ACEC designation unreasonably encumbered
other resource uses and prioritized protection of greater sage-grouse
over other resource uses. Commenters also offered that due to the
size of the area designated as ACECs, enforcement and management
would be burdensome for BLM.

The BLM developed the greater sage-grouse ACECs (under
alternatives E and F in the Supplement) to respond to the needs to
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Climate Change

Summary Comment #3003:

Summary Response:

Consultation

Summary Comment #3006:

address goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve
greater sage-grouse in response to the potential of its being listed
under the ESA, as well as to consider ACEC nominations submitted by
the public in response to the 2011 NOI for preparation of EISs and
Supplemental EISs to Incorporate Greater Sage-grouse Conservation
Measures into Land Use Plans and Land Management Plans (76 FR
77008, December 9, 2011). Additionally, alternatives E and F
thoroughly considered the conservation measures identified in the
NTT report, as required by the BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse
Land Use Planning Strategy (IM 2012-044). The values of concern for
both proposed ACECs are sagebrush steppe vegetation communities
that provide habitat for special status wildlife species, including areas
designated as greater sage-grouse Key Habitat Areas and Priority
Habitat Management Areas (PHMAs).

BLM’s planning process allows consideration of a range of alternatives
that identifies and incorporates appropriate regulatory mechanisms
to address these needs to ensure that a balanced management
approach was recommended. The Supplement included alternatives
that provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in various use
programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid existing
development rights.

BLM's Proposed RMP and Final EIS is consistent with the Wyoming
Governor's EO 2011-5 that has been determined sufficient to
conserve greater sage-grouse throughout Wyoming.

The BLM provided additional explanation about the ACEC nomination
process, updated acreages, and updated text as needed.

Commenters suggested the BLM did not account for the impacts of
livestock grazing on climate change, except for acknowledging that
reducing AUMs would reduce methane emissions from cattle.
Commenters requested additional analyses be conducted for the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS, including impacts of livestock grazing on
carbon sequestration and vegetation utilization.

The comments regarding the impacts of livestock grazing on climate
change, carbon sequestration, and vegetation utilization are outside
the scope of the Supplement. Climate change is addressed as
appropriate in the Proposed RMP.

Commenters recommended close coordination with all appropriate
state and federal wildlife agencies (e.g., Western Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies [WAFWA], WGFD) to minimize and mitigate
adverse impacts to wildlife species from BLM-authorized activities.
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Summary Response:

Cultural Resources

Summary Comment #3007:

Summary Response:

Cumulative Impacts

Summary Comment #3008:

Specifically, commenters recommended working with state agencies
to develop planning and habitat management objectives to maintain
population objectives and ensure RMP management is flexible enough
to respond to changes in state management needs, including
coordinating WAFWA recommended dates for big game restrictions
and greater sage-grouse management.

The USFWS and WGFD are cooperating agencies for the RMP and
involved in development of the Final EIS. Current and proposed BLM
management is designed to help support WGFD population objectives
for big game and greater sage-grouse. The management actions
related to fish, wildlife, and special status species, included in this
RMP, are expected to mitigate impacts to wildlife and are based on
recommendations from the appropriate state and federal agencies;
the BLM will continue to work with the USFWS and WGFD when
implementing the RMP.

Commenters recommended the BLM not unreasonably constrain oil
and gas development since it often leads to discovery and
preservation of cultural resources due to Section 106 compliance.

The BLM developed the Supplement to ensure that a balanced
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and
nonrenewable resources on the public lands.

Commenters indicated that the cumulative impacts analysis did not
adequately address the potential impacts of greater sage-grouse
management actions on the local economy and resource uses when
combined with existing or proposed regulations or plans of other
state and federal agencies including the Shoshone Forest
Management Plan, the Big Horn River Total Maximum Daily Load
Study, and current WGFD and USFWS practices. Commenters also
suggested the BLM address the cumulative impacts of Greater sage-
grouse management on oil and gas development due to an increased
length in permitting.

Commenters suggested cumulative impacts of greater sage-grouse
management were understated and requested BLM analyze of the
cumulative impacts on livestock grazing from other RMP revisions
within Wyoming and Idaho.

Commenters expressed concern that the cumulative impacts analysis
did not include information from the USGS baseline study that
identifies overlapping direct and indirect impacts on priority greater
sage-grouse habitat.
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Summary Response:

Fire and Fuels

Summary Comment #3011-1:

The BLM thoroughly explained its consideration and analysis of
cumulative effects in the Supplement in Section 4.9, including
assumptions regarding proposed projects and other reasonably
foreseeable future actions. The Supplement considered the present
effects of past actions, to the extent that they are relevant, and
present and reasonably foreseeable (not highly speculative) federal
and non-federal actions, taking into account the relationship between
the proposed alternatives and these reasonably foreseeable actions.

The BLM complied fully with the requirements of Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) and
prepared a cumulative impact analysis to the extent possible based on
the broad nature and scope of the proposed management options
under consideration at the land use planning level.

Additionally, to ensure consistency across the greater sage-grouse’s
range, BLM's National Operation Center conducted management zone
and range-wide cumulative impact analysis, which is included in the
Proposed RMP Chapter 7.

Commenters requested the BLM provide additional explanation
and/or information on fire and fuels management, including
effectiveness of post-fire stabilization, post-fuels-management for
seeded or pre-treatment native plants, management to minimize
adverse impacts of fire, if livestock exclosures also prevent wildlife
grazing, areas receiving less than 12 inches annual precipitation,
impacts attributed to livestock grazing and achieving 65 percent or
more of Historical Climax Plant Community.

Commenters expressed concern that management of prescribed fire
in ACECs was overly restrictive, indicating fire was an important tool in
treating sagebrush, improving forage, controlling invasive species, and
preventing catastrophic wildfires. Commenters asserted that impacts
on greater sage-grouse from proposed fire management was not
inadequately addressed, likely to harm greater sage-grouse in the long
term, and indicated the analysis should be revised. Other
commenters questioned allowing use of fire and mechanical
treatments in ACECs, suggesting they were harmful to greater sage-
grouse and their habitat, and indicated that prescriptions the use of
fire should be strengthened.

Commenters were concerned over management that closed burned
areas to livestock grazing for extended periods to allow vegetation to
recover and meet greater sage-grouse habitat objectives. Specific
concerns raised include: (1) impacts to livestock grazing, (2) the length
of time needed for woody and herbaceous plants to meet the greater
sage-grouse habitat objectives, (3) closing entire allotments and/or
pastures if they could not be fenced from unburned areas, and (4) lack
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Summary Response:

of justification for this management. Commenters suggested that
livestock grazing could assist in recovery by eliminating competitive
plants and that proper livestock grazing management in sensitive
areas is effective.

Commenters also submitted recommendations from other RMP
amendments for incorporation in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

The management of the greater sage-grouse ACECs under alternatives
E and F represent approaches to managing these areas that were not
considered in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS. As specific actions come
under consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses
that include site-specific project and implementation-level actions.
Site-specific concerns and more detailed environmental descriptions
will be addressed when project-level reviews are tiered to the analysis
in this EIS (40 CFR 1502.20, 40 CFR 1508.28). In addition, as required
by NEPA, the public will be offered the opportunity to participate in
the NEPA process for any site-specific actions. The BLM would
conduct stabilization and rehabilitation consistent with BLM policy
and guidance and in accordance with the FMP. There are no
restrictions or limitations on stabilization and rehabilitation in specific
areas under any of the alternatives.

Implementation of fuels management activities would be designed
with consideration of the Required Design Features (RDFs) and BMPs
for greater sage-grouse identified in Appendix L. If prescribed fire is
to be used for vegetation treatments, the burn plan will clearly
indicate how the Conservation Objectives Team (COT) objectives will
be addressed and met by its use, and why alternative techniques were
not selected. Additionally, a Risk Assessment will be completed for
implementation of prescribed fire in relation to the greater sage-
grouse goals and objectives.

The BLM drafted a monitoring framework that is included in the
Proposed RMP as Appendix Y. The appendix describes the process
that the BLM will use to monitor implementation and effectiveness of
land use plan decisions. The monitoring framework includes
monitoring at various scales specific to greater sage-grouse habitat,
consistent indicators to measure and metric descriptions for each of
the scales, analysis and reporting methods, and the incorporation of
monitoring results into adaptive management. To accomplish
effectiveness monitoring, the BLM will analyze the monitoring data to
characterize the relationship among disturbance, implementation
actions and habitat condition at the appropriate and applicable
geographic scale or boundary.

During scoping, individuals and conservation groups submitted
management direction recommendations for protection and
conservation of greater sage-grouse and their habitat. The BLM
reviewed the recommendations considering resource allocation
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Greater Sage-Grouse

Summary Comment #3035_1:

opportunities and internal sub-regional BLM input to develop the
management direction for greater sage-grouse under alternatives E
and F. Examples of conservation measures included in the
alternatives would include a 3-percent cap on disturbance in priority
habitat, RDFs, and ROW exclusion areas in priority habitat.

Commenters expressed concern over the management prescribed
under the alternatives the BLM analyzed in the Supplement to meet
their conservation goals and objectives for greater sage-grouse. As a
result, commenters requested the BLM consider and analyze different
alternatives such as a “no grazing” alternative, a “50 percent
reduction in grazing” alternative, a BLM Manual 6840 alternative, a
“Sage-Grouse Recovery” alternative, and a “sagebrush ecosystem”
ACEC. Additionally, comments indicated the No Action Alternative
analysis should quantify ongoing conservation efforts to protect
greater sage-grouse and their habitat. Some commenters requested
the BLM explain why current regulatory mechanisms are or are not
effective in the sage-grouse conservation effort.

Commenters questioned the BLM’s rationale for designating the Key
Habitat Areas or PHMAs as ACECs indicating there was no justification
or supporting data. Other commenters stated preference for
Alternative E because of its strong conservation of sage-grouse
habitat as an ACEC.

Several commenters requested the BLM’s management actions be
consistent with the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5 which has been
deemed successful, citing the EQ’s measures were supported by the
USFWS and BLM'’s own policies and guidance and thus should be
adopted in the Proposed RMP. Commenters requested the BLM omit
the use of Key Areas to stay consistent with EO 2011-5 as well as
change or better define specific terms. Additionally, commenters
asked BLM to ensure consistency with EO 2013-3.

Other commenters had concerns that the Wyoming Governor’s EO
2011-5 and BLM policies and guidance (IM 2012-019 and the NTT
Report) do not uphold BLM’s obligation to prevent degradation of
greater sage-grouse habitat or a decline in population, supporting
designation of Key Habitat areas over Core Areas and suggesting
modifications.

Commenters requested that the BLM make management
prescriptions consistent with the NTT Report as specified by IM 2012-
044, while others stated the BLM had not analyzed the measures in
the NTT Report or they needed to be more protective. Commenters
questioned the science behind the NTT conservation measures, stated
they were not always appropriate or did not address the immediate
threats, was not based on Manual 6840 or the ESA, and that other
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conservation measures should be considered and implemented.
Additionally, commenters requested the BLM provide their analysis of
NTT conservations measures and consider other wildlife protections
that would also be beneficial for greater sage-grouse.

Some commenters asked that habitat designations be consistent with
the NTT Report. Other commenters called for the BLM to designate
priority and general Habitat boundaries as well as other criteria that
match the ESA efforts from USFWS. Commenters also requested that
the TLS be changed to NSO to better protect greater sage-grouse and
their habitat, while others questioned why a TLS was necessary if
activities were precluded by NSO depending on the alternative.

Summary Response: The management of the greater sage-grouse priority habitat ACECs in
alternatives E and F represent approaches to managing these areas
that were not considered in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and was
derived from recommendations in the NTT report as well as public
comments. The BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives
during the greater sage-grouse planning process in full compliance
with the NEPA. The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) require that the
BLM consider reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.
While there are many possible alternatives or actions to manage
public lands and greater sage-grouse in the Planning Area, the BLM
fully considered the management opportunities presented in the
Analysis of the Management Situation and the planning issues and
criteria developed during the scoping process to determine a
reasonable range of alternatives. As a result, two new alternatives
were analyzed in detail in the Supplement that best addressed the
issues and concerns identified by the affected public. The range of
alternatives in the Supplement and Draft EIS represented a full
spectrum of options including a no action alternative (current
management, Alternative A, Draft EIS).

Nominations for greater sage-grouse-related ACECs were submitted
by members of the public in response to the 2011 NOI for preparation
of EISs and Supplemental EISs to Incorporate Greater Sage-grouse
Conservation Measures into Land Use Plans and Land Management
Plans (76 FR 77008, December 9, 2011). The BLM reviewed these
nominations and found importance and relevance criteria to be met,
warranting consideration in the Bighorn Basin RMP Revision Project.
Although these ACEC nominations were submitted in response to the
December 2011 NOI, ACEC nominations can be submitted by any
individual or organization inside or outside of the BLM at any time
during the development of a land use plan. Alternatives E and F each
propose the designation of a greater sage-grouse-related ACEC that
simultaneously responds to the needs to consider ACEC nominations
submitted by the public and to thoroughly consider the conservation
measures identified in the NTT report, as referenced in the BLM
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Summary Comment #3035_2:

National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning Strategy (IM 2012-
044).

The BLM's Proposed RMP was modified to be consistent with the
Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5 that has been determined sufficient
to conserve greater sage-grouse throughout Wyoming and WAFWA
Management Zones | and II.

The range of alternatives is based upon analysis of public scoping
comments as well as information provided in the NTT report, the U.S.
Geological Survey’s Baseline Environmental Report (BER), the COT
report, and state management plans. The alternatives represent
different degrees of and approaches to balancing resources and
resource use among competing human interests, land uses, and the
conservation of natural and cultural resource values, while sustaining
and enhancing ecological integrity across the landscape, including
plant, wildlife, and fish habitat. For example, alternatives E and F
incorporate adjustments to the NTT report (NTT 2011) based on
cooperating agency input to provide a balanced level of protection,
restoration, enhancement, and use of resources and services to meet
ongoing programs and land uses. Anthropogenic surface disturbance
would be managed not to exceed 3 percent in ecological sites that
support sagebrush within Preliminary Priority Habitat (Figure 2-1,
Ecological Sites Supporting Sagebrush in Preliminary Priority Habitat,
in Appendix B, Figures).

Greater sage-grouse conservation measures in A Report on National
Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Measures (NTT 2011) were used to
form BLM management direction under alternatives E and F, which is
consistent with the direction provided in BLM Washington Office IM
2012-044.

The habitat delineations were created by the BLM and USFWS in
collaboration with state fish and wildlife agencies that are responsible
for managing and monitoring greater sage-grouse populations. Based
on the BER and in cooperation with the WGFD, the BLM created the
Preliminary Priority Habitat and Preliminary General Habitat areas
(Mainer et al. 2013). For the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft
RMP and Draft EIS, the BLM worked with the WGFD and presented
the scientific information used to determine the PPH and PGH
delineations and findings in the Supplement’s Executive Summary.
The alternatives analyzed in the Supplement identified two areas
considered as priority habitat areas.

The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP, which is
consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5. The stipulations
(TLS and NSO) in management actions 4116, 4117, and 4118 have
been revised accordingly.

Commenters felt the baseline information used by BLM in the
Supplement’s analysis was not supported by scientific facts to
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conserve greater sage-grouse and suggested different sources be used
instead. These sources were provided because of the recent
information they could provide for the analysis. Commenters
guestioned the greater sage-grouse habitat thresholds established by
BLM and at what scale they would be applied. Commenters
questioned if the new information used in the development of
alternatives E and F was used in the development of alternatives A
through D, suggesting the newer information should be incorporated
in alternatives presented in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS, which would
improve those management alternatives.

Commenters also asked the BLM to acknowledge that the State of
Wyoming has the sole authority to regulate greater sage-grouse as a
game animal asserting BLM uses the terms habitat management or
conservation as de facto authorization to manage the species.

Commenters requested a map and data be presented depicting the
amount of land changed from sagebrush to agricultural land and that
BLM be specific about where RDFs apply as well as provide exception
criteria. Some commenters questioned if the management
recommendations in the Supplement would measure up to the
USFWS Policy for Evaluating Conservation Efforts criteria.

Commenters were concerned that the NTT Report was not the “best
available science” to inform sage-grouse management in the Bighorn
Basin. Commenters stated the BLM had not considered other more
appropriate and effective sources such as those developed by USFWS
and the USGS. Other commenters felt differently regarding the NTT
report indicating that the NTT conservation measures for greater
sage-grouse and their habitat were more appropriate, supportable,
and more conservative than EO 2011-5.

Commenters asked the BLM to consider greater sage-grouse
population trends suggested by hunting harvest data for projecting
populations. Other commenters stated that population information
presented in the Supplement is inaccurate, inadequate, unsupported,
and questioned the sources used by BLM for their analysis.
Commenters also questioned if the impacts to greater sage-grouse
populations from oil and gas development were uniform across the
planning area and disputed information in the Supplement that
attributed population declines to oil and gas development.

Commenters were concerned that the NTT Report was not the “best
available science” to inform greater sage-grouse management in the
Bighorn Basin. Commenters stated the BLM had not considered other
more appropriate and effective sources such as those developed by
USFWS and the USGS. Other commenters felt differently regarding
the NTT report indicating that the NTT conservation measures for
greater sage-grouse and their habitat were more appropriate,
supportable, and more conservative than EO 2011-5.
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Summary Response:

Commenters requested the BLM define occupied lek throughout the
document and the process by which leks are deemed occupied or
unoccupied asserting leks with no activity for 3 years be considered
unoccupied. Commenters requested maps of winter concentration
areas be made available as well as the acreage amount of the winter
concentration areas.

Before beginning the Supplement and throughout the planning effort,
the BLM considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy
of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support
informed management decisions at the land-use plan level. The data
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin Planning
Area are substantially different than the data needed to support site-
specific analysis of projects. The requisite level of information
necessary to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives in an EIS
is based on the scope and nature of the proposed decision. The
baseline data provided in Chapter 3 and various appendices in is
sufficient to support, at the general land use planning-level of analysis
and the environmental impact analysis (Chapter 4) resulting from
management actions presented in the Supplement. The BLM used the
most recent and best information available that was relevant to a
land-use planning-level analysis including the U.S. Geological Survey’s
BER (BER; Manier et al. 2013). The U.S. Geological Survey‘s BER
looked at each of the threats to greater sage-grouse identified in the
USFWS’s “warranted but precluded” finding for the species. For these
threats, the report summarized the current scientific understanding,
of various impacts to greater sage-grouse populations and habitats.
The report also quantitatively measured the location, magnitude, and
extent of each threat. These data were used in the planning process
to describe threats at other levels, such as the sub-regional boundary
and WAFWA Management Zone scale, to facilitate comparison
between sub-regions. Additionally, the BLM consulted with,
collected, and incorporated data from other agencies and sources,
including but not limited to the USFWS and the WGFD. As a result of
these actions, the BLM gathered the necessary data essential to make
a reasoned choice among the alternatives analyzed in detail in the
Supplement and Proposed RMP. Finally, the BLM has made a
reasonable effort to collect and analyze all available data.

The WGFD manages wildlife within Wyoming, while the BLM focus is
on managing habitat and the BLM will continue to work with the
WGFD to meet state wildlife population objectives. While USFWS has
responsibility for threatened and endangered species, the BLM
manages a significant portion of greater sage-grouse habitat. Thus,
although it is the USFWS's responsibility to administer the ESA,
management of wildlife habitat is within the BLM’s multiple-use
mandate and is properly a resource to be managed in their planning
decisions.
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Summary Comment #3035_3-1:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #3035_3-2:

The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP, which is
consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5.

The BLM updated the Chapter 3 greater sage-grouse section with
recent trend data and recent information on hunting harvest rates.
Definitions for occupied lek and unoccupied leks were added to
glossary (from BLM IM 2012-019).

The BLM will continue to follow WGFD recommendations affording
protections to occupied leks until they are determined to be
unoccupied. Winter concentration areas are addressed in
management actions 7186 and 7272 (Proposed RMP). Additionally,
greater sage-grouse winter concentration areas were recently
mapped by WGFD and BLM personnel and are shown on the special
status species wildlife maps in the Proposed RMP.

Commenters suggested that the BLM focus on issues other than West
Nile virus in regards to threats to greater sage-grouse. Other
commenters offered suggestions or alternative methods to improve
BMPs/RDFs. Commenters questioned certain BMPs/RDFs because
they were too broad and vague, in particular noise shields and siting
compressor stations. Commenters cited issues pertaining to these
BMPs/RDFs including the different types and shapes of noise shields
and engineering concerns when siting compressor stations outside
priority habitat as well as proximity to other resources besides greater
sage-grouse. Other commenters stated the measures did not address
livestock grazing.

Commenters requested that BMPs be updated as more and new
information becomes available. Commenters expressed concern that
the BMPs/RDFs from the NTT Report were too restrictive and the BLM
may not have the legal authority to implement them.

The BLM modified Appendix L to include language that acknowledges
BMPs for greater sage-grouse protections is an evolving field and that
the appendix will be supplemented as technology and understanding
of greater sage-grouse advance. The RDFs in Appendix L are from
BLM's Greater Sage-Grouse NTT. To provide Bureau-wide consistency
the recommendations cannot be revised. However, during
implementation the site-specific situation shall be considered
including effectiveness of the design feature as well as technical and
economic feasibility. The BMP and RDF lists are not exhaustive, other
methods may also be appropriate.

The BLM may apply Conditions of Approval in conformance with
Section 6 of the Standard Oil and Gas Lease terms and conditions
while recognizing valid existing rights.

Commenters requested clarification on Table 4-9 in the Supplement
regarding the acreage in key greater sage-grouse habitat areas.
Another commenter asked for clarification on Management Action 71,
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Summary Response:

Summary Comment #3035_4:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #3035_5:

specifically why a TLS was need when activities were already
precluded by the NSO stipulation.

The table in question includes acres both proposed and existing
ACECs. The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the
alternatives in the Supplement. Taking certain actions is only one of
many potential forms of mitigation. The BLM must include mitigation
measures in an EIS pursuant to the NEPA; yet the BLM have full
discretion in selecting which mitigation measures are most
appropriate, including which forms of mitigation are inappropriate.

Commenters stated the BLM should be consistent with EO 2011-5 and
implement the 5 percent disturbance cap. Other commenters
supported the 3 percent disturbance cap but felt that the DDCT
calculation is inaccurate and results in a higher surface disturbance
number, suggesting modifications to limit disturbance or otherwise
strengthen the prescription. Commenters remarked that the 3
percent disturbance cap was inconsistent with the EO 2011-5 and
overly restrictive. Some commenters offered supporting information
regarding what they thought the density of development and/or
disturbance cap should be. Some commenters asked that all
management prescriptions be consistent with EO 2011-5 because the
EO recognizes existing rights and/or development. Commenters
asserted the BLM did not specify the types of activities included in
disturbance calculations and others suggested burned areas be
included in the calculation.

The Supplement analyzed conservation measures for greater sage-
grouse in alternatives E and F and the consequences of the constraints
are evaluated to inform the decision. The BLM's Proposed RMP
(Alternative D) in the Final EIS is consistent with EO 2011-5 with the 5
percent disturbance cap. Additionally, the BLM will utilize the most
current greater sage-grouse density disturbance process or other
state and/or federal agreed upon process for compliance evaluations.

Commenters expressed concern that the BLM implement the
strongest conservation measures possible to support greater sage-
grouse conservation and recovery. Commenters felt the BLM did not
adequately comply with the NEPA’s “hard look” requirement for
impacts on greater sage-grouse and should provide a more robust
impact analysis. Commenters asked the BLM to withdraw priority
habitat from various mining development and to further analyze the
effects of energy development on greater sage-grouse habitat.
Another commenter suggested BLM consider the limited surface
disturbance from locatable mining in their impact analysis.

Other commenters suggested the BLM expand the discussion
regarding greater sage-grouse population declines as a result of
predation, weather, and other threats including hunting, fences, and
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various impacts or relationships (beneficial or adverse) of predators
on greater sage-grouse and their habitat.

Commenters either supported or expressed concerns regarding noise
BMPs in the RMP. Commenters objected to setting ambient noise
level range of 20 to 24 dBA, stating it had not been proven to
represent ambient noise levels on multiple-use lands and should be
removed. Commenters suggested the BLM implement noise
prescriptions consistent with EO 2011-5, while others thought it
should be changed consistent the BLM Lander’s Field Office measures.
Other commenters suggested noise measures be strengthened
including recommending BLM anticipate the need to change
management to reduce impacts of noise on greater sage-grouse
populations.

Summary Response: Per the requirements of NEPA, the Supplement provided analysis of
the effects of each alternative and provides an adequate discussion of
the environmental consequences of the presented alternatives.
While the BLM has used a consistent method for developing
alternatives, the specifics of each sub-region necessitated
modification of the range of alternatives to accommodate locality and
population differences. Alternatives E and F provide the "hard look".
Additionally, the BLM's National Operation Center conducted
management zone and range-wide cumulative effects analyses, which
is included in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. As a multiple use
agency, the BLM must consider the protection of greater sage-grouse
and their habitats as well as the potential for mineral recovery.

Chapter 3 discusses trends and threats to greater sage-grouse and the
BLM updated the section with recent information. Predator control
was not included as a threat in the USFWS’s listing decision for greater
sage-grouse. The BLM will continue to work with agencies to address
current predation of greater sage-grouse, and BLM-administered
lands in the planning area will remain open to predator control under
state laws. Additionally, the BLM will continue to work with the
WGFD to meet state wildlife population objectives.

The BLM would work with proponents to limit project-related noise
where it would be expected to reduce functionality of habitats that
support PHMAs and Connectivity Habitat Area populations. Noise
restrictions in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS are consistent with the
Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5. As additional research and
information emerges, specific new limitations appropriate to the type
of projects being considered would be evaluated and appropriate
limitations would be implemented where necessary to minimize
potential for noise impacts on sage-grouse PHMAs population
behavioral cycles. As new research is completed, new specific
limitations would be coordinated with the WGFD and partners.
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Summary Comment #3035_6:

Summary Response:

Commenters provided specific recommendations for livestock grazing
to protect greater sage-grouse habitat, including routing livestock
drives to avoid greater sage-grouse leks, shifting on-off dates to
coincide with nesting periods, determining triggers for allotment
closures after fires, incorporating specific measures from BLMs
National Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, and closing
riparian areas to livestock grazing. Commenters also requested that
allotments in greater sage-grouse priority habitat be managed to
meet or exceed Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands while
others suggested that meeting the standards does not benefit the
greater sage-grouse indicating new standards should be considered.
Other commenters recommended BLM implement procedures and
actions for allotments in greater sage-grouse priority and general
habitat and provided supporting references. Commenters also
requested that the livestock grazing management from alternatives E
and F be applied under the Preferred Alternative. Commenters
continued by suggesting that the BLM coordinate with the BLM
Pinedale Office regarding their success in developing effective
mitigation measures for greater sage-grouse incorporating livestock
management practices.

Several commenters felt supporting retirement of grazing permits
would be beneficial to greater sage-grouse, while others felt the
opposite. Other commenters asked the BLM to identify who would
monitor effects of retiring grazing permits on greater sage-grouse.

Commenters also asked the BLM to acknowledge livestock grazing
could have positive effects on sage-grouse habitat and others asked
the BLM to provide supporting documentation for these beneficial
effects. Commenters asserted that the BLM did not adequately
address impacts of livestock grazing on sage-grouse, including threats
of West Nile virus from water developments; a lack of adequate
mechanisms for use authorizations, allotments assessments, and
appropriate livestock grazing levels; and habitat degradation from
herbivory.

The BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives during the
greater sage-grouse planning process in full compliance with the
NEPA. The range of alternatives in the Supplement and Draft RMP
and Draft EIS represented a full spectrum of options to adequately
address the impacts. Alternative E reduced grazing and eliminated it
from certain areas to resolve resource concerns and is within the
range of alternatives analyzed in detail providing the "hard look". The
elimination of livestock grazing from all BLM-administered lands in the
Planning Area as a method for resolving range, watershed, and
wildlife habitat-related planning issues was considered, but
eliminated from detailed analysis. This alternative would not meet
the purpose and need of the RMP revision. The Supplement contains
only planning actions and does not include any implementation
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Summary Comment #3035_7:

actions. As specific actions that may affect the area come under
consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that
include site-specific project and implementation-level actions. The
site-specific analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the
environmental analysis when more specific information is known. In
addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be offered the
opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for implementation
actions. The BLM considers impacts to sensitive species during site-
specific analysis of grazing renewals. The Livestock Grazing
Management Response #2017_1 addresses retirement of grazing
permits.

The BLM methodology for determining rangeland health is based on
the Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock
Grazing Management. In addition, the BLM will collaborate with
appropriate Federal agencies, and the State of Wyoming as
contemplated under the Governor’s EO 2013-3, to: 1) develop
appropriate conservation objectives; 2) define a framework for
evaluating situations where greater sage-grouse conservation
objectives are not being achieved on federal land, to determine if a
causal relationship exists between improper grazing (by wildlife or
wild horses or livestock) and greater sage-grouse conservation
objectives; and 3) identify appropriate site-based action to achieve
greater sage-grouse conservation objectives within the framework.
Please see Appendix C for an overview of the Bighorn Basin
Monitoring and Evaluation protocol.

The BLM modified the Chapter 3 Livestock Grazing Management and
greater sage-grouse sections, incorporating additional information on
current BLM practices for assessing rangeland health and potential
adverse and beneficial impacts from livestock grazing with supporting
references, respectively.

Commenters asked the BLM to implement mitigation measures such
as water developments using solar power instead of windmills.
Commenters also asked the BLM to state that all mitigation measures
regarding greater sage-grouse would be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis when referring to existing leases. Commenters offered new
references or mitigation measures to better protect greater sage-
grouse and others supported implementing measures in the COT
Report.

Commenters asked the BLM to provide a detailed description of the
seed mixtures that would be preferential for use. Commenters asked
the BLM to provide specific mitigation and reclamation measures as
well and asked if operators would receive credit for previous
reclamation projects. Commenters also requested that reclaimed
greater sage-grouse habitat not be counted as disturbed habitat.
Commenters were opposed to the requirement for restoration versus
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Summary Response:

reclamation of greater sage-grouse habitat, indicating it was not
consistent with BLM regulations and policies.

Commenters requested clarification on how the BLM'’s Interim Policy
on Regional Mitigation Measures would be incorporated in the RMP
and asked that a description of the CEQ’s mitigation hierarchy also be
included. Other commenters cited their own mitigation measures
that they requested be used in the RMP. Commenters suggested the
BLM should implement a compensatory mitigation program, and work
with Avian Power Line Interaction Committee to develop more robust
mitigation measures.

Commenters requested that BLM establish a database for monitoring
data and make it available to other agencies, industry, and the public.
Commenters asked the BLM to provide more detail in regards to the
type of monitoring and others suggested monitoring objectives were
only applicable to larger scale projects. Commenters also questioned
the presentation of the data from WGFD that depicts differences in
population between male and female greater sage-grouse and male
greater sage-grouse alone. Commenter asked the BLM to collaborate
with the WGFD and private landowners to increase the level of
information gathered. Commenters expressed concern over not
being able to review and comment on Appendix C, Monitoring and
Evaluation, which does not comply with NEPA requirements and
required preparation pf another supplemental document. Other
commenters requested that BLM implement adaptive management to
address future threats to greater sage-grouse.

The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the
alternatives in the Supplement. See 40 CFR 1502.14(f), 1502.16(h).
Potential forms of mitigation include: (1) avoiding the impact
altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (2)
minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action
and its implementation; (3) rectifying the impact by repairing,
rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (4) reducing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action; or (5) compensating for the
impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments. 40 CFR 1508.20. Taking certain actions, such as
compensatory mitigation or a detailed list of preferential seed
mixtures, are only some of many potential forms of mitigation. The
BLM must include mitigation measures in an EIS pursuant to the
NEPA; yet the BLM has full discretion in selecting which mitigation
measures are most appropriate, including which forms of mitigation
are inappropriate.

The best available information pertinent to the decisions to be made
was used in developing the RMP and EIS. The BLM made considerable
effort to acquire resource data, which included the NTT, the BER,
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Summary Comment #3035_8:

Summary Response:

state management plans, and COT report. Subsequent site-specific
project-level analysis would provide the opportunity to collect and
examine site-specific inventory data to determine appropriate
application of planning guidance.

BLM'’s planning regulations, specifically 43 CFR 1610.4-9 require that
land use plans establish intervals and standards for monitoring, based
on the sensitivity of the resource decisions. Land use plan monitoring
is the process of tracking the implementation of land use plan
decisions (implementation monitoring) and collecting
data/information necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of land use
plan decisions (effectiveness monitoring). Appendix C provides an
overview of the Bighorn Basin Monitoring and Evaluation protocol.
Establishing monitoring protocols will follow BLM program specific
policy. As specific actions that may affect the area come under
consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that
include site-specific project and implementation-level actions. The
site-specific analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the
environmental analysis when more specific information is known.

For those impacts that cannot be sufficiently avoided or minimized
onsite, the BLM will implement effective measures to offset (or
compensate for) such impacts. A mitigation strategy for BLM-
administered lands will comply with BLM’s Regional Mitigation
Manual Section (MS) 1794.

BLM's Wyoming State Office worked with the State of Wyoming and
the USFWS to develop a statewide greater sage-grouse adaptive
management strategy, which is included in the Proposed RMP as
Appendix Y.

The appendix describes the process that the BLM will use to monitor
implementation and effectiveness of land use plan decisions. The
monitoring framework includes monitoring at various scales specific
to greater sage-grouse habitat, consistent indicators to measure and
metric descriptions for each of the scales, analysis and reporting
methods, and the incorporation of monitoring results into adaptive
management. The need for fine and site-scale specific habitat
monitoring (see Habitat Assessment Framework) will vary by area
depending on existing conditions, habitat variability, threats, and land
health. To accomplish effectiveness monitoring, the BLM will analyze
the monitoring data to characterize the relationship among
disturbance, implementation actions and habitat condition at the
appropriate and applicable geographic scale or boundary.

Commenters offered various recommendations from other RMP
amendments in Wyoming and surrounding states to aid in the
development of the Bighorn Basin RMP.

While the BLM has used a consistent method for developing
alternatives, the specifics of each sub-region necessitated
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Summary Comment #3035_9:

modification of the range of alternatives to accommodate locality and
population differences.

In response to the greater sage-grouse management objectives
described in the 2006 WAFWA Greater Sage-grouse Comprehensive
Conservation Strategy, many reports have been prepared for the
development of management recommendations, strategies, and
regulatory guidelines. The NTT report (NTT 2011), Conservations
Objectives Team (COT; USFWS 2013), and the Summary of Science,
Activities, Programs and Policies that Influence the Rangewide
Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse (also referred to as the BER;
Manier et al. 2013) are the most widely used reports that have been
incorporated in the BLM Supplement that addresses the effects of
implementing greater sage-grouse conservation measures on public
lands. Both documents helped planning teams identify issues within
their planning area, determine the context within the management
zone, prioritize habitats, and assist in creating a range of alternatives
with management actions that can alleviate or mitigate threats to
greater sage-grouse at an appropriate level. Both the NTT report and
the COT report tier from the WAFWA Greater Sage-grouse
Comprehensive Conservation Strategy (Stiver et al. 2006).
Alternatives E and F are based on the NTT report per direction in IM
2012-044.

Commenters requested that greater sage-grouse priority habitat be
withdrawn from future development and allow existing leases to
lapse as they expire. Other commenters expressed opposition to
closing the Greater Sage-Grouse Key Habitat Area ACEC (Alternative E)
to future leasing. Commenters also stated that impacts to greater
sage-grouse from oil and gas development will decrease as new
technology for drilling and production is developed and provided
supporting information. Commenters also noted the extra truck trips
required when using closed loop systems and associated road
upgrades could cause additional impacts and suggested fence
installation was a better alternative. Commenters asserted that
Alternative F’s level of constraints on oil and gas leasing was major
and not moderate as stated in the Supplement. Commenters
requested the BLM clarify how requiring clustering of oil and gas
facilities and operations outside priority habitat would work in the
event wells are located in priority habitat areas.

Commenters asked the BLM to use specific language to remain
compliant with EO-2011-5 regarding TLS. Other commenters felt
buffers prescribed by EO-2011-5 were too small to adequately protect
greater sage-grouse, suggesting buffers should be increased. Another
commenter voiced opposition to OGMAs asserting establishing these
areas conflicted with BLM’s greater sage-grouse conservation efforts.

Commenters recommended the BLM include management that would
provide for flexibility to update management as scientific information
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Summary Response:

on greater sage-grouse evolves and utilize specific buffers and
restrictions based on provided justification.

The BLM developed the Supplement with involvement from
cooperating agencies, including WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office,
USFWS, and local agencies/governments to ensure a balanced
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and
nonrenewable resources on the public lands. The BLM's Proposed
RMP is consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5, which has
been determined sufficient to conserve greater sage-grouse
throughout Wyoming. The BMP and RDF lists are not exhaustive,
other methods may also be appropriate and Appendix L will be
supplemented as technology and understanding of greater sage-
grouse advance. During implementation, the site-specific situation
shall be considered including effectiveness of the design feature as
well as technical and economic feasibility.

Major and moderate oil and gas constraints are defined in the
Glossary and are consistent with BLM H-1601-1 — Land Use Planning
Handbook. Where criteria applied to areas as major constraints those
were utilized for analysis. Methods and assumptions for the impact
analysis are presented at the beginning of each impact section in
Chapter 4, which did consider the impacts of additional siting
constraints, including the 3-percent density disturbance restrictions.

Before beginning the Supplement and throughout the planning effort,
the BLM considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy
of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support
informed management decisions at the land-use plan level. The data
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin planning
area are substantially different from the data needed to support site-
specific analysis of projects. The information presented in map and
table form is sufficient to support the broad scale analyses required
for land use planning. As a result of these actions, the BLM gathered
the necessary data essential to make a reasoned choice among the
alternatives analyzed in detail in the Supplement, and provided an
adequate analysis that led to an adequate disclosure of the potential
environmental consequences of the alternatives (Chapter 4). Aland
use planning-level decision is broad in scope and, therefore, does not
require an exhaustive gathering and monitoring of baseline data. A
more quantified or detailed and specific analysis would be required
only if the scope of the decision included implementation actions. As
specific actions that may affect the area come under consideration,
the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-
specific project and implementation-level actions. The site-specific
analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the
environmental analysis when more specific information is known. In
addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be offered the
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Summary Comment #3035_10:

Summary Response:

Invasive Species

Summary Comment #3014:

Summary Response:

opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for implementation
actions.

The term “administratively unavailable” has been changed to “closed”
throughout the document, based on guidance from the BLM
Wyoming State Office.

Commenters recommended that greater sage-grouse Core Areas (as
identified by Version 3 of Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5) located
within WSAs be closed to motorized and mechanized vehicle use or at
a minimum be limited to existing roads and trails with seasonal
closures during breeding and nesting seasons. Commenters identified
five WSAs containing these areas including Alkali Creek, Bobcat Draw,
Cedar Mountain, Honeycombs, and Medicine Lodge.

The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the
alternatives in the Supplement. Taking certain actions, such as closing
PHMAs to motor vehicle use, is only one of many potential forms of
mitigation. The BLM must include mitigation measures in an EIS
pursuant to the NEPA; yet the BLM has full discretion in selecting
which mitigation measures are most appropriate, including which
forms of mitigation are inappropriate. The Proposed RMP and Final
EIS is consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5.

Commenters requested the BLM clarify how the BMP requiring power
washing of vehicles and equipment would be implemented and
questioned if it was reasonable. In addition, commenters requested
the BLM clarify that reclamation plans are required for all oil and gas
development activities by Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 1.

Commenters felt the management action restricting activities in
greater sage-grouse habitat that facilitate spread of invasive plants
was overly broad and could be misinterpreted to apply to any surface-
disturbing activity, including oil and gas development activities.
Commenters suggested the language should be modified to reflect
the BLMs multiple use requirements.

Commenters were concerned over restrictions on the use of
herbicides in Key or PHMAs sage-grouse habitats due to a lack of
capacity for the BLM to manage invasive plants, suggesting the BLM
should implement a pilot program allowing herbicide use where
infestations total more than 5 acres in these areas. Another
commenter suggested the herbicide “Plateau” could be applied
manually in areas not being used by greater sage-grouse and heavily
infested with cheatgrass.

The BLM’s FLPMA (Section 103(c)) defines ""multiple use"" as the
management of the public lands and their various resource values so
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Lands and Realty
Summary Comment #3016_1:

Summary Response:

that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the
present and future needs of the American people. Accordingly, the
BLM is responsible for the complicated task of striking a balance
among the many competing uses to which public lands can be put.
The BLM’s multiple-use mandate does not require that all uses be
allowed on all areas of the public lands. The purpose of the mandate
is to require the BLM to evaluate and choose an appropriate balance
of resource uses which involves tradeoffs between competing uses.
The Supplement is a targeted amendment specifically addressing
goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve greater
sage-grouse and respond to the potential of its being listed. The
Supplement included alternatives that provide a greater and lesser
degree of restrictions in various use programs, but would not
eliminate or invalidate any valid existing development rights.
Construction, stabilization, and reclamation plan(s) address the site-
specific soil/site issues to mitigate and the degree of detail required.
These details are in addition to other federal regulations.

Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather
than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter Il, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV,
B at 29). The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not
include any implementation actions. As specific actions that may
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and
implementation-level actions. The site-specific analyses will tier to
the plan-level analysis and expand the environmental analysis when
more specific information is known. Additionally, as required by
NEPA, the public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the
NEPA process for implementation actions.

The RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's Greater Sage-Grouse NTT and
cannot be modified in order to provide Bureau-wide consistency.
During implementation the site-specific situation shall be considered
including effectiveness of the design feature as well as technical and
economic feasibility.

Commenters were concerned that public lands would no longer be
available for Desert Land Entry applications and stated that the BLM
did not provide justification for this action. Commenters suggested
that while these entries may be underutilized, they should remain
available to the public, and that agricultural development of these
lands would not be detrimental to greater sage-grouse.

The BLM would retain the 1,409 acres open for entry under the Desert
Land Act in the Proposed RMP and consider Desert Land Entry
applications for unclassified lands on a case-by-case basis consistent
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Summary Comment #3016_2:

Summary Response:

with Desert Land Entry criteria and resource objectives. Only
Alternative B proposes to revoke the 1,409 acres of classified Desert
Land Entry lands, the other alternatives do not.

Commenters expressed opposition to acquisition of state or private
lands for greater sage-grouse habitat management due to lack of
adequate funding for managing and/or acquiring public lands.
Instead, commenters suggested the BLM acknowledge valid existing
rights and work with private landowners to develop appropriate
programs for greater sage-grouse management.

The BLM may pursue the acquisition of lands under the FLMPA.
Please refer to Appendix M, Land Disposal and Acquisition for details
on criteria applied by the BLM in identifying lands for acquisition. As
stated in the Supplement, the BLM prepared a land use plan revision
applied to lands with greater sage-grouse habitat. This effort
responds to the USFWS’s March 2010 ‘warranted, but precluded’ ESA
listing petition decision. The Supplement focused on areas affected
by threats to greater sage-grouse habitat identified by the USFWS in
the March 2010 listing decision. The purpose and need provided the
appropriate scope to allow the BLM to analyze a reasonable number
of alternatives to cover the full spectrum of potential impacts, which
includes considering acquiring lands for greater sage-grouse
management.

Laws, Regulations, Guidance, Process

Summary Comment #3027_1:

Commenters requested clarification on why a Supplement to the
Draft RMP and Draft EIS was required. Commenters expressed
concern that the Supplement was inconsistent with various laws,
regulations, and policies including, but not limited to, FLPMA, the
Property Clause of the United States Constitution, the General Mining
Law of 1872, the Mining, Minerals and Policy Act, the Energy Policy
Act, BLM Manual 6840, and the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2011-5.
Commenters felt that alternatives B, E, and F were far too restrictive
on resource uses. Commenters also asserted that the Supplement did
not meet the requirements of the NEPA process citing incomplete and
inadequate analysis. In particular, commenters stated the BLM did
not analyze a range of reasonable alternatives that could satisfy the
USFWS requirements regarding greater sage-grouse. Commenters
were unclear on which alternative was the BLM’s Preferred
Alternative, since the release of the Supplement with new alternatives
E and F. Commenters also asked that the BLM continue to use the CX
as an option when evaluating projects.

Commenters also offered that existing BLM policy is being jettisoned
because of IM 2012-044 and the NTT Report, and that these new
policies are leading to new regulations that have no explanations and
are arbitrary in nature. Other commenters questioned the BLM’s
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Summary Response:

reliance on the NTT report in developing the Supplement, citing
recent information that it was biased and scientifically flawed. In
addition, commenters suggested that the BLM use conservation
measures worded as mandatory rather than discretionary.

Commenters called into question the BLM’s authority to prescribe
management actions that could affect existing rights. Commenters
also stated that BLM is overstepping its statutory authority and did
not comply with CEQ guidelines regarding resource management.

The analysis in the Supplement, in combination with the analysis
included in the Draft EIS, does comply with FLPMA, NEPA and other
applicable laws. As stated in the Supplement, the BLM is preparing a
land use plan revision and associated EIS for lands with greater sage-
grouse habitat, in response to the USFWS’s March 2010 ‘warranted,
but precluded’ ESA listing petition decision, and that existing
regulatory mechanisms in BLM and the Forest Service land use plans
was inadequate to protect the species and its habitat. The 15 plan
amendments and revisions will focus on areas affected by threats to
greater sage-grouse habitat identified by the USFWS in the March
2010 listing decision. The two primary threats to sagebrush habitat
are infrastructure from energy development in the eastern portion of
the species’ range and conversion of sagebrush habitat to annual
grasslands due to wildfires in the western portion of the species’
range. To address the threats, BLM are considering a range of
changes in management of greater sage-grouse habitats to avoid the
continued decline of populations and habitats across BLM-
administered lands. This purpose and need provides the appropriate
scope to allow the BLM to analyze a reasonable number of
alternatives to cover the full spectrum of potential impacts. The
management of the greater sage-grouse priority habitat ACECs in
alternatives E and F represent approaches to managing these areas
that were not considered in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS. Valid
existing development rights would not be eliminated or invalidated.

The BLM considered a reasonable range of alternatives during the
greater sage-grouse planning process in full compliance with the
NEPA. The CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.1) require that the BLM
consider reasonable alternatives that would avoid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.
While there are many possible alternatives or actions to manage
public lands and greater sage-grouse in the planning area, the range
of alternatives in the Supplement and Draft EIS represent a full
spectrum of options including a no action alternative (current
management, Alternative A in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS).

The BLM disclosed in the Supplement that Alternative D as presented
in the Draft RMP and Draft EIS, remained the Agency Preferred
Alternative and that the Proposed RMP and Final EIS would contain
content from the Draft RMP and Draft EIS and the Supplement. The
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Summary Comment #3027_2:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #3027_3:

BLM'’s Proposed RMP is consistent with EO 2011-5, as well as
EO 2013-3.

A CX would be considered for actions that meet the associated
requirements and that extraordinary circumstances do not preclude
the use of the CX. If any extraordinary circumstances apply, an EA or
EIS must be prepared.

Greater sage-grouse conservation measures in the NTT Report were
used to form BLM management direction under alternatives E and F
consistent with the direction provided in IM 2012-044 (the BLM must
consider all applicable conservation measures developed by the NTT
in at least one alternative in the land use planning process). The NTT
report used the best current scientific knowledge to guide the BLM
planning effort through management considerations to ameliorate
threats, focused primarily on priority greater sage-grouse habitats on
public lands but was not the sole source of information. In addition,
the 2013 COT (COT; USFWS 2013) qualitatively identifies
threats/issues that are important for individual populations across the
range of greater sage-grouse, regardless of land ownership. The
Summary of Science, Activities, Programs and Policies that Influence
the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse (also referred to
as the BER; Manier et al. 2013) then provides complimentary
guantitative information to support and supplement the conclusions
in the COT. Both documents helped planning teams identify issues
within their planning area, determine the context within the
management zone, prioritize habitats, and assist in creating a range of
alternatives with management actions that can alleviate or mitigate
threats to greater sage-grouse at an appropriate level. Both the NTT
report and the COT report tier from the WAFWA Greater Sage-grouse
Comprehensive Conservation Strategy (Stiver et al. 2006).

Commenters questioned if the BLM had adequately addressed local
plans for counties in the Planning Area and if the impacts associated
with the management objectives had been thoroughly analyzed.
Commenters also stated that RMP does account for changing
technology enough and thus the restrictions on development could be
much higher. Commenters requested that EO 2011-5, EO 2013-3, and
all individual county Land Use Plans be published in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.

The BLM considered local plans during alternative development and
management actions were developed with the assistance of the
cooperating agencies, which included the counties, WGFD, Wyoming
Governor’s office, and the USFWS. The Reasonable Foreseeable
Development addresses oil and gas development potential including
updates in technologies.

Commenters requested that additional mitigation measures be
considered, such as funding additional studies to better understand
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Summary Response:

factors affecting greater sage-grouse, industry incentives, mitigation
banks, offsite mitigation, etc. Commenters questioned why the BLM
did not reference the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s new
guidance manual.

The BLM's Proposed RMP is consistent with the Wyoming Governor's
EO 2011-5 and EO 2011-5 seeks a cooperative effort to develop
incentives for development outside of Core Areas. Additionally, the
list of BMPs in Appendix L are not intended to encompass all
potentially applicable BMPs. The BLM will examine BMPs, such as
those in the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s manual for
incorporation during implementation of site-specific activities.

Leasable Minerals — Oil and Gas

Summary Comment #3023_1:

Commenters asserted that some of the specific BMPs and/or RDFs
included in Appendix L were not feasible or practical and may have
unintended consequences. Some of the specific BMPs mentioned
included requiring directional drilling wherever possible, remote
monitoring, closed loop systems, facility location and placement,
power-washing vehicles, and mesh nets over ponds. Commenters
offered alternative language for BMPs pertaining to directional drilling
or suggested BLM implement measures from other RMPs. Many
commenters asserted that BMPs were not consistent with EO 2011-5
and/or BLM IM 2012-019. Several other commenters asked for
flexibility in regards to many BMPs and RDFs requirements because
each situation is unique.

Commenters questioned management actions and as BMPs and RDFs
prescribed by BLM, specifically stating that the management
contradicts current BLM regulations and guidance related to oil and
gas development as well as violates existing rights. Commenters also
asked that the BLM change the language regarding areas
“administratively unavailable” to “closed” because it met the
definition of a withdrawal. Other commenters asked BLM
acknowledge in the RMP the rights of lessees. Commenters
requested that BLM honor existing rights indicating proposed
stipulations violated those rights. Other commenters added that
conservation measures are an attempt by BLM to limit future oil and
gas development and are not compliant with FLPMA. Commenters
questioned how BLM intends to comply with the existing MOU with
the State of Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission on well
spacing based on information in Appendix T. Commenters asked the
BLM to consider the effects of constraining development on the local
communities and the national interest.

Commenters asked the BLM to clarify which alternative is now the
Preferred Alternative and provide evidence for this decision. Other
commenters offered that restrictions on oil and gas development
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under alternatives E and F violates the BLM’s multiple use mandate
and are unreasonable. A commenter asked BLM to develop broad
management goals and objectives and not waste resources analyzing
site-specific impacts from oil and gas development. One commenter
offered that BLM misinterpreted the purpose of unitization and
Commenters felt that BLM concludes oil and gas development always
negatively impacts wildlife and their habitat without providing
supporting information. Other commenters indicated development
density under Alternative E was supported by scientific information to
protect greater sage-grouse while it was not under the other
alternatives and that this alternative should be implemented.
Commenters also recommended Alternative E buffers apply outside
Key Habitat Areas. Some commenters indicated the Wyoming Core
Area Strategy should be strengthened by closing these areas to future
leasing as recommended in the NTT report. Another commenter
suggested compensatory funds could not mitigate the loss of PHMA:s.

Commenters suggested that EOR technology could be used to develop
unconventional reservoirs in the Planning Area requesting the BLM
consider the impacts of alternatives E and F to this type of
development. Commenters also requested that lands with favorable
EOR potential in developed fields not be included in areas designated
as greater sage-grouse priority habitat.

Commenters also asked the BLM to consider a phased development
alternative to help limit environmental impacts on sensitive resources
or closure of areas to leasing in highly sensitive areas. Alternatively,
other commenters opposed phased development because of delays in
production and asserted it was not reasonable.

Commenters voiced concern over seasonal road closures noting that
the BLM had not justified these closures and they should not be
implemented.

The BLM developed the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP
and Draft EIS with involvement from cooperating agencies, including
WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office, USFWS, and local
agencies/governments to ensure that a balanced multiple-use
management strategy to address the protection of greater sage-
grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and nonrenewable
resources on the public lands. The BMP and RDF lists are not
exhaustive, other methods may also be appropriate and Appendix L
will be supplemented as technology and understanding of greater
sage-grouse advance. The RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's Greater
Sage-Grouse NTT and cannot be revised in order to provide Bureau-
wide consistency. However, during implementation the site-specific
situation shall be considered including effectiveness of the design
feature as well as technical and economic feasibility. The BLM may
apply Conditions of Approval in conformance with Section 6 of the
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Standard Oil and Gas Lease terms and conditions while recognizing
valid existing rights.

The BLM complied with its multiple-use mandate by evaluating an
appropriate balance of resource uses, which involves tradeoffs
between competing uses. The Supplement was targeted specifically
to address goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve
greater sage-grouse and to respond to the potential of its being listed
(see Section 1.0, Purpose and Need). The Supplement included
alternatives that provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in
various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid
existing development rights. The BLM developed the Supplement
with involvement from the agencies listed above to ensure a balanced
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and
nonrenewable resources on the public lands.

Before beginning the Supplement and throughout the planning effort,
the BLM considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy
of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support
informed management decisions at the land-use plan level. The data
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin Planning
Area are substantially different from the data needed to support site-
specific analysis of projects. The requisite level of information
necessary to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives in an EIS
is based on the scope and nature of the proposed decision. The
baseline data provided in Chapter 3 and various appendices is
sufficient to support, at the general land use planning-level of analysis
and the environmental impact analysis (Chapter 4) resulting from
management actions presented in the Supplement.

The BLM used the most recent and best information available that
was relevant to a land-use planning-level analysis including the BER
(BER; Manier et al. 2013). The BER looked at each of the threats to
greater sage-grouse identified in the USFWS's “warranted but
precluded” finding for the species. For these threats, the report
summarized the current scientific understanding, of various impacts
to greater sage-grouse populations and habitats. The report also
guantitatively measured the location, magnitude, and extent of each
threat. These data were used in the planning process to describe
threats at other levels, such as the sub-regional boundary and
WAFWA Management Zone scale, to facilitate comparison between
sub-regions. Additionally, the BLM consulted with, collected, and
incorporated data from other agencies and sources, as noted above.
As a result of these actions, the BLM gathered the necessary data
essential to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives analyzed
in detail in the Supplement and Proposed RMP. Finally, the BLM has
made a reasonable effort to collect and analyze all available data.
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Summary Comment #3023_4:

The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of
the presented alternatives. The Supplement provided sufficiently
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with
the Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1. Land use plan-
level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than
guantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter Il, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV,
B at 29). The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not
include any implementation actions. As specific actions that may
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and
implementation-level actions. In addition, as required by NEPA, the
public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA
process for implementation actions.

The BLM's Proposed RMP is consistent with the Wyoming Governor's
EO 2011-5 that has been determined sufficient to conserve greater
sage-grouse throughout Wyoming and WAFWA Management Zones |
and Il.

The BLM changed the term “administratively unavailable” to “closed”
throughout the document, based on guidance from the BLM
Wyoming State Office. Additionally, stipulations provided in
Alternative D (management actions 4116, 4117, and 4118) were
updated in coordination with the State of Wyoming and WGFD
consistent with EO 2011-5.

The purpose of unitization is described according to 30 U.S.C. Sec. 181
et seq, which includes “...for the purpose of more properly conserving
the natural resources thereof whenever determined by the Secretary
of the Interior to be necessary or advisable in the public interest;...”.
Further, “...it is the purpose of the parties hereto to conserve natural
resources, prevent waste, and secure other benefits obtainable
through development and operation of the area subject to this
agreement...” The Department has broad discretion in the
interpretation of the term “conservation of natural resources” and it
may include surface resources such as the greater sage-grouse and
associated habitat.

Commenters asserted that there is very little to no surface
disturbance from geophysical exploration and questioned why this
type of exploration would be restricted in the Greater Sage-grouse
Key Habitat ACEC under Alternative E. Others stated that restricting
geophysical exploration is not an objective in BLM IM 2012-044 or the
USFWS COT Report, violates existing rights, and that this management
should be removed from the RMP. Some commenters said that
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Summary Response:

Summary Comment #3023_5:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #3023_6:

geophysical exploration should be encouraged instead of constrained.
Commenters asked if the BLM has the authority to prohibit
geophysical exploration and stated that this mitigation measure
would not affect greater sage-grouse mitigation efforts. Some
commenters recommended BLM approve geophysical exploration
using CXs.

Areas open and/or closed to oil and gas leasing are open and/or
closed to geophysical exploration unless noted otherwise.
Geophysical exploration may be permitted on a case-by-case basis so
long as the resource goals and objectives under which the area was
closed are not compromised. The BLM will consider CXs for actions
that meet the associated requirements and if extraordinary
circumstances do not preclude the use of the CX. If any extraordinary
circumstances apply, an EA or EIS must be prepared.

Commenters asserted the economic impacts were not adequately
disclosed under alternatives E and F. Commenters asked the BLM to
consider economic effects of constraints on oil and gas development
and EOR under alternatives E and F. Commenters also emphasized
that the socioeconomic impacts would be very detrimental to the
local communities in the Bighorn Basin and urged the BLM to reject
alternatives E and F.

The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of
the presented alternatives. The Supplement provided sufficiently
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with
the Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1. Land use plan-
level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than
guantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter Il, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV,
B at 29). The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not
include any implementation actions. As specific actions that may
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and
implementation-level actions. In addition, as required by NEPA, the
public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA
process for implementation actions.

Many commenters felt that requiring Master Development Plans
rather than using the APD process on all but wildcat wells is
inappropriate because of the greater likelihood of periodic drilling in
the Bighorn Basin. Other commenters asked that BLM allow infill
development within existing fields without a Master Development
Plan. Commenters also supported enlarging OGMAs under
Alternative D, similar to that under Alternative C.
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Summary Response:

Commenters had concerns about how BLM would apply leasing
screens in areas with MLP areas. Other commenters supported
application of MLPS and recommended BLM develop Resource
Condition Objectives for each sensitive resource in MLP areas.

Comments specific to master development plans, OGMAs, and MLPs
are outside the scope of the Supplement, which the BLM developed
to ensure that a balanced multiple-use management strategy
addresses the protection of greater sage-grouse while allowing for
utilization of renewable and nonrenewable resources on the public
lands. The Proposed RMP and Final EIS addresses these issues and
incorporates MLPs within the document.

The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP in the Final
EIS, which does not require master development plans in lieu of APD-
by-APD processing for all but wildcat wells.

Livestock Grazing Management

Summary Comment #3017_1:

Summary Response:

Several commenters requested the BLM add additional language to
be consistent with the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2013-3. Other
commenters asked the BLM to add language regarding additional
agency coordination between BLM and WDEQ. Commenters
requested clarification on what actions contribute to surface-
disturbing activities including those used in the surface disturbance
cap, and whether or not BLM considers livestock grazing a surface-
disturbing activity. Commenters requested the BLM update the
definition of surface-disturbing activities in the Glossary.

Commenters asserted that the BLM’s alternatives do not comply with
BLM IM 2013-184 and requested that the BLM evaluate permanent
retirement of AUMs that have been voluntarily waived. Other
commenters stated allotment retirement was biased against livestock
grazing, inappropriate, and should be removed from the document.
Commenters also requested the BLM clarify the management under
which allotment retirement would require a NEPA analysis and
management categories of custodial, improve, and maintain.

The BLM incorporated language in the Proposed RMP consistent with
the Wyoming Governor’s EO 2013-3 and IM 2013-184, in
Management Action 4122 and Goal LR:10-2, respectively.
Additionally, the BLM added and/or clarified text as appropriate,
including in the Livestock Grazing Management section, Appendix P,
and definitions in the Glossary.

The Supplement included alternatives that provide a greater and
lesser degree of restrictions in various use programs. In the event of
retirement of a grazing allotment, the BLM would follow the grazing
regulations (CFR 4100 - Grazing Administration) including preparation
of an allotment specific document analyzing the potential impacts. All
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Summary Comment #3017_2:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #3017_3:

Summary Response:

of Subpart 4160 - Administrative Remedies, including protest and
appeals would be applicable. The Proposed RMP does not include this
management prescription.

Commenters requested the BLM analyze a no grazing alternative.
Other commenters said that livestock forage consumption had
increased since the definition of AUM was originally developed, which
should be accounted for in the analysis.

Alternative E in the Supplement reduced grazing and eliminated it
from certain areas to resolve resource concerns, which is within the
range of alternatives analyzed in detail. The elimination of livestock
grazing from all BLM-administered lands in the Planning Area as a
method for resolving range, watershed, and wildlife habitat-related
planning issues was considered, but eliminated from detailed analysis.
This alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the RMP
revision. Addressing changes in livestock forage consumption is
outside the scope of the Supplement and Proposed RMP.

Commenters requested that the impacts to livestock grazing be
reassessed asserting that the alternatives analyzed in the Supplement
did not adequately assess impacts to livestock grazing, specifically
actions that affect AUMs. Commenters also stated that the BLM did
not adequately account for effects of livestock grazing on greater
sage-grouse habitat. Comments asserted the Supplement incorrectly
blamed increased juniper encroachment on livestock grazing. A
commenter also asked that natural springs be fenced off to limit
impacts from livestock grazing.

Commenters also asserted that the impacts to greater sage-grouse
priority habitat were not accurate and stated that livestock grazing
can have positive impacts on greater sage-grouse habitat. Other
commenters said some allotments did not meet rangeland standards
and had a negative impact on greater sage-grouse. Many
commenters did not support the closure of priority greater sage-
grouse habitat to livestock grazing under alternatives E and/or F,
stating this management did not meet BLMs multiple use mandate.

The Supplement included alternatives that provide a greater and
lesser degree of restrictions in various use programs including
livestock grazing and conservation measures for greater sage-grouse.
In accordance with BLM's multiple use mandate the BLM must find
the balance among the many competing uses to which public lands
can be put. The BLM’s multiple-use mandate does not require that all
uses be allowed on all areas of the public lands. The Supplement
provided sufficiently detailed information to aid in determining
whether to proceed with the Preferred Alternative or make a
reasoned choice among the other alternatives in a manner such that
the public could have an understanding of the environmental
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Summary Comment #3017_4:

Summary Response:

Summary Comment #3017_5:

Summary Response:

consequences associated with the alternatives, in accordance with 40
CFR 1502.1.

The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not include
any implementation actions. As specific actions that may affect the
area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent
NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and implementation-
level actions. In addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be
offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for
implementation actions.

The BLM considers impacts to sensitive species during site-specific
analysis of grazing renewals. Regarding juniper encroachment, the
text in question referenced threats to greater sage-grouse habitat
identified in the USFWS COT report and was not specific to the
Planning Area. The BLM revised the greater sage-grouse discussion in
Chapter 3 to acknowledge livestock grazing can be compatible with, or
even beneficial to, greater sage-grouse habitat under certain
circumstances.

Commenters stated that various types of vegetation management,
like hand cutting, flash burning, and other treatments for invasive
species, would be too difficult to be successful and are burdensome.
Other commenters asked the BLM to clarify how vegetation recovery
would be determined, details on pretreatment data, and if grazing
would be deferred while pretreatment data is collected.

The BLM will collaborate with appropriate federal agencies, and the
State of Wyoming as contemplated under Governor's EO 2013-3, to:
(1) develop appropriate conservation objectives; (2) define a
framework for evaluating situations where greater sage-grouse
conservation objectives are not being achieved on federal land, to
determine if a causal relationship exists between proper grazing (by
wildlife or wild horses or livestock) and greater sage-grouse
conservation objectives; and (3) identify appropriate site-based action
to achieve greater sage-grouse conservation objectives within the
framework.

The BLM drafted a monitoring framework that is included in the
Proposed RMP as Appendix Y. The appendix describes the process
that the BLM will use to monitor implementation and effectiveness of
land use plan decisions.

Commenters requested BLM include further detail regarding
socioeconomic impacts from restrictions on livestock grazing in the
Supplement, including explanations as to why some alternatives
would have similar impacts.

The BLM revised the Chapter 4 Economic section to include additional
explanation. The differences that are present between the
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Locatable Minerals

Summary Comment #3020_1:

Summary Response:

alternatives are reflected in the revised analysis and the quantitative
data available.

Commenters requested the BLM provide further rationale for the
impacts to mineral development. Additionally, commenters asserted
that the cumulative impacts analysis did not adequately address the
impacts to the mining industry as a result of mineral withdrawals and
surface-use restrictions.

Commenters offered that the RMP does not comply with some mining
laws, regulations, the Mining and Mineral Policy Act, and FLPMA, and
BLM has an obligation to comply with mining laws and regulations.
Commenters also requested that BLM respect existing mining claims.
Commenters also requested that validity testing for mining claims be
applied uniformly in compliance with the General Mining Law of 1872.
Commenters also requested that validity testing not be used to delay
mineral development and BLM should state where, when, and how
validity examinations will affect authorizations. Some commenters
noted that additional validity testing would be burdensome without
any identified ecological or economic benefit.

Other commenters requested that EAs be required rather than EISs
for mining authorization because they are more economical and yield
similar results to an EIS. Commenters offered concerns regarding the
RMP’s ability to supersede individual mining claims and development.
Commenters requested that exploratory drilling for bentonite require
a plan of operations level-structure rather than a notice level. Other
commenters asserted that management prescribed under Alternative
E would increase the surface disturbance footprint from bentonite
mining, an industry that already has successful mitigation and
reclamation procedures in place. Commenters also offered that
conservation measures for greater sage-grouse should be
proportionate to the threat from locatable mineral development.

Commenters asserted that BLM did not include locatable mineral
development in the socioeconomic analysis. Commenters also
requested the BLM analyze the socioeconomics effects of closures
and/or restrictions on mining companies under alternatives B, E,

and F. Commenters requested additional quantitative data regarding
the benefits to greater sage-grouse from restrictions on mining.
Commenters requested more analysis on impacts to mining from
greater sage-grouse management be presented in alternatives E and F
instead of referring the reader to the Draft RMP and Draft EIS.

The BLM’s FLPMA (Section 103(c)) defines ""multiple use"" as the
management of the public lands and their various resource values so
that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the
present and future needs of the American people. Accordingly, the
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BLM is responsible for the complicated task of striking a balance
among the many competing uses to which public lands can be put.
The BLM’s multiple-use mandate does not require that all uses be
allowed on all areas of the public lands. The purpose of the mandate
is to require the BLM to evaluate and choose an appropriate balance
of resource uses which involves tradeoffs between competing uses.
The Supplement is a targeted amendment specifically addressing
goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve greater
sage-grouse and respond to the potential of its being listed and the
alternatives provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in
various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid
existing development rights. The BLM manages a significant portion
of greater sage-grouse habitat and management of wildlife habitat is
within the BLM’s multiple-use mandate and is properly a resource to
be managed in their planning decisions. Further, the BLM developed
the Supplement with involvement from cooperating agencies,
including WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office, USFWS, and local
agencies/governments to ensure that a balanced multiple-use
management strategy to address the protection of greater sage-
grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and nonrenewable
resources on the public lands.

Regarding validity examinations, as stated in Management Action 68
in the Supplement, minerals exploration would be subjected to a
validity examination in Key Habitat Areas under Alternative E.
Additionally, the requirements and/or criterion are published and
available to the public in BLM Handbook 3890-3, Validity Mineral
Reports. The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP in
the Final EIS. Alternative D does not designate greater sage-grouse
key habitat as an ACEC.

The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of
the presented alternatives. The Supplement provided sufficiently
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with
the Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1. Land use plan-
level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than
guantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter Il, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV,
B at 29). The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not
include any implementation actions. As specific actions that may
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and
implementation-level actions. In addition, as required by NEPA, the
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Minerals - General

Summary Comment #3019_1:

Summary Response:

public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA
process for implementation actions.

During preparation of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, the BLM
integrated the information and alternatives from the Supplement with
the Draft RMP and Draft EIS.

Commenters asked the BLM to recognize the importance of energy
and/or mineral development as well as greater sage-grouse habitat
conservation in compliance with FLMPA. Other commenters offered
ideas on how to protect greater sage-grouse habitat. Commenters
recommended specific language for modifying Record 71 to be
consistent with EO 2011-5 and Record 72 to encourage instead of
require unitization.

Commenters asked the BLM to add specific language to clarify that
existing rights will not be violated by the implementation of
management actions related to greater sage-grouse habitat
conservation. Some commenters noted that specific management
actions were inconsistent with EO 2011-5, which recognizes existing
rights and recommended the management actions be removed from
the RMP and EIS.

Commenters requested that BLM provide specific language about the
right of private landowners regarding mineral development.
Commenters also voiced concerns over management actions that
could limit or eliminate mineral development on split estate lands.
Commenters also urged BLM to work with operators and the state to
implement a reasonable monitoring program.

The BLM complied with its multiple-use mandate by evaluating an
appropriate balance of resource uses, which involves tradeoffs
between competing uses. The Supplement was targeted specifically
to address goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve
greater sage-grouse and to respond to the potential of its being listed
(see Section 1.0, Purpose and Need). The Supplement included
alternatives that provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in
various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid
existing development rights. The BLM developed the Supplement
with involvement from cooperating agencies, including the WGFD,
Wyoming Governor’s office, USFWS, and local agencies/governments
to ensure that a balanced multiple-use management strategy to
address the protection of greater sage-grouse while allowing for
utilization of renewable and nonrenewable resources on the public
lands. Management actions 71 and 72 were not modified, however,
stipulations provided under Alternative D (management actions 4116,
4117, and 4118) were updated in coordination with the State of
Wyoming and WGFD consistent with EO 2011-5.
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Paleontological Resources

Summary Comment #3028:

Summary Response:

Recreation

Summary Comment #3030:

Summary Response:

Renewable Energy

Summary Comment #3032:

Summary Response:

Commenters suggested the BLM should not unreasonably restrict oil
and gas development since it may lead to the discovery of new
paleontological resources.

The BLM developed the Supplement to ensure that a balanced
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and
nonrenewable resources on the public lands.

Commenters asked whether or not special recreation permits
required in greater sage-grouse priority habitat areas apply to hunting
and trapping.

Special Recreation Permits are authorizations which allow specified
recreational uses and are issued as a means to manage visitor use,
protect natural and cultural resources, and provide a mechanism to
accommodate commercial recreational uses. If the actions described
in the comment are subject to a Special Recreation Permit then yes,
under alternatives E and F a permit would be required and mitigation
may be applied to reduce impacts to greater sage-grouse.

Commenters provided multiple recommendations for renewable
energy development to minimize impacts to greater sage-grouse, as
well as other birds and raptors. Specific recommendations included
installing bird deterrent devices on all guy wires, avoid siting
temporary meteorological towers near leks or greater sage-grouse
habitat, and siting wind energy development outside key habitat
areas at least 5 miles from active leks, and 4 miles from the perimeter
of greater sage-grouse winter habitat. Commenters urged the BLM to
exclude wind energy development in key habitat areas under the
Preferred Alternative. Commenters also suggested excluding
development in raptor concentration areas.

Commenters recommended the BLM recognize the value of wind
energy to the American public and reconsider how some of the
adverse impacts to wind energy are characterized. Commenters
noted how wind energy projects can be designed to reduce surface
disturbance and construction scheduled to limit disturbances to
wildlife and their habitat. Commenters suggested not all viewers
consider wind turbines as having a negative effect on the landscape.

The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the
alternatives in the Supplement. Taking certain actions such as those
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Rights-of-Way and Corridors
Summary Comment #3033_1:

suggested by commenters, are only some of many potential forms of
mitigation. The BLM must include mitigation measures in an EIS
pursuant to the NEPA; yet the BLM has full discretion in selecting
which mitigation measures are most appropriate and those that are
not. The BLM has reviewed the suggested reports, data, articles, and
recommendations to determine if they are substantially different than
the information cited in the Supplement. The commenters’ additional
information was found to provide the findings as already noted in the
Supplement, therefore inclusion and consideration would not
substantially alter the conclusions or analysis. Therefore, they were
not incorporated into the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

The BLM considers wind to be a valuable energy source however; the
purpose of the Supplement is to specifically address the goals,
objectives, and measures for conservation of greater sage-grouse and
their habitat. All ROW applications, including wind energy will be
reviewed on a case-by-case basis, to balance protection of resources
with America's wind energy needs.

Commenters voiced concerns regarding BMPs and/or RDFs,
specifically co-location of transmission lines and use of perch
discouragers. Commenters also recommended the BLM obtain
additional information on BMPs from the Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee (APLIC) and USFWS regarding greater sage-
grouse for incorporation in the RMP. Commenters also expressed
concern over BMPs that have not been peer reviewed or that may not
always be feasible. In general, commenters asked the BLM to be
flexible when prescribing measures during implementation.

Commenters rejected the BLM proposed ACEC designation for sage-
grouse habitat because it violates access to existing rights, requesting
that existing and pending access to ROWs and existing facilities be
excluded from ACEC designation. Commenters suggested ROW and
corridor management should be consistent with EO 2011-5. Other
commenters supported management prescriptions for ROWs and
corridors to protect greater sage-grouse habitat under either
Alternative E or Alternative F. Commenters also suggested removing
ROW avoidance and mitigation areas from OGMAs, separating the
analysis for ROW avoidance and mitigation areas to clarify the areas
to be avoided or that require mitigation, and that there was a lack of
analysis presented of restrictions on ROWs.

Commenters offered new information for BLM to consider regarding
the interaction between transmission lines and sage-grouse such as
the APLIC studies. Commenters also supplied information disputing
the effectiveness of perch discouragers preventing predation of
greater sage-grouse, suggesting the BLM employ alternative

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS Appendix A-103



Appendix A — Comment Analysis
Analysis of Comments

Summary Response:

measures. Commenters noted there was a lack of information on the
effects of tall structures on greater sage-grouse, requesting the BLM
work with the industry to better understand decision-related impacts
on the species as well as industry. Other commenters requested
distribution lines be buried in the greater sage-grouse priority habitat
areas and encouraged the use of perch discouragers on above-ground
lines.

The BLM developed the Supplement with involvement from
cooperating agencies, including WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office,
USFWS, and local agencies/governments to ensure a balanced
multiple-use management strategy addresses the protection of
greater sage-grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and
nonrenewable resources on the public lands. The BMP and RDF lists
are not exhaustive, other methods may also be appropriate and the
BLM will review additional BMPs such as those from APLIC
documents. In addition, Appendix L will be supplemented as
technology and understanding of greater sage-grouse advance. The
RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's Greater Sage-Grouse NTT and
cannot be revised in order to provide Bureau-wide consistency.
However, during implementation the site-specific situation shall be
considered including effectiveness of the design feature as well as
technical and economic feasibility. The BLM’s Proposed RMP is
consistent with EO 2011-5.

The BLM complied with its multiple-use mandate by evaluating an
appropriate balance of resource uses, which involves tradeoffs
between competing uses. The Supplement was targeted specifically
to address goals, objectives, and conservation measures to conserve
greater sage-grouse and to respond to the potential of its being listed
(see Section 1.0, Purpose and Need). The Supplement included
alternatives that provide a greater and lesser degree of restrictions in
various use programs, but would not eliminate or invalidate any valid
existing development rights.

Before beginning the Supplement and throughout the planning effort,
the BLM considered the availability of data from all sources, adequacy
of existing data, data gaps, and the type of data necessary to support
informed management decisions at the land-use plan level. The data
needed to support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin Planning
Area are substantially different from the data needed to support site-
specific analysis of projects. The information presented in map and
table form is sufficient to support the broad scale analyses required
for land use planning. As a result of these actions, the BLM gathered
the necessary data essential to make a reasoned choice among the
alternatives analyzed in detail in the Supplement, and provided an
adequate analysis that led to an adequate disclosure of the potential
environmental consequences of the alternatives (Chapter 4). A land
use planning-level decision is broad in scope and, therefore, does not
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Summary Comment #3033_2:

require an exhaustive gathering and monitoring of baseline data. A
more quantified or detailed and specific analysis would be required
only if the scope of the decision included implementation actions. As
specific actions that may affect the area come under consideration,
the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-
specific project and implementation-level actions. The site-specific
analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the
environmental analysis when more specific information is known. In
addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be offered the
opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for implementation
actions.

The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of
the presented alternatives. The Supplement provided sufficiently
detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with
the Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1. Land use plan-
level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather than
guantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter Il, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV,
B at 29). The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not
include any implementation actions. As specific actions that may
affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and
implementation-level actions. In addition, as required by NEPA, the
public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA
process for implementation actions. Finally, the BLM's National
Operation Center conducted management zone and range-wide
cumulative effects analyses and is included in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS.

Commenters questioned the management to bury multiple pipelines
of different operators within greater sage-grouse priority habitat
areas and the legal implications.

Commenters do no support limitation on new ROWs corridors within
the project area, requesting that BLM identify ROW exclusion and
avoidance areas as major constraints for oil and gas development.

Commenters were concerned about management that would require
burying transmission lines in greater sage-grouse habitat as realistic
because it may not be feasible for several reasons including
economics, engineering, and environmental, and violated existing
rights. Commenters also stated that ROWs for buried transmission
lines would likely be wider than those of above-ground transmission
lines, leading to more surface and habitat disturbance during
construction as well as maintenance. Commenters also had concerns
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Riparian-Wetland

Summary Comment #3034:

about co-locating powerlines within existing ROWSs, which conflicts
with requirements, policies and guidelines defined by the North
American Electric Reliability Corporation and the Federal Regulatory
Energy Commission.

Commenters noted that certain existing transmissions lines did not
appear on the Supplement’s maps and requested they be included in
the current ROW corridor designations.

Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather
than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter Il, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV,
B at 29). The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not
include any implementation actions. A more quantified or detailed
and specific analysis would be required only if the scope of the
decision included implementation actions. As specific actions that
may affect the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct
subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and
implementation-level actions. The site-specific analyses will tier to
the plan-level analysis and expand the environmental analysis when
more specific information is known. In addition, as required by NEPA,
the public will be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA
process for implementation actions.

The ROW and corridors maps have been updated since the release of
the Draft RMP and Draft EIS. The maps show designated ROW
corridors under each alternative, as proposed in management action
6033. Corridors are the preferred locations for the placement of new
ROW. Existing ROWs may or may not be located within these
corridors and are not displayed on the maps. Additionally, the BLM
revised as requested, Management Action 9 (renumbered as 7186 in
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS) as well as Management Action 6033
(number did not change).

Commenters submitted recommendations from other RMP
amendments for incorporation in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for
riparian-wetland management. A commenter further suggested
adding additional measures such as prohibiting new range
improvement projects within 0.5 mile of water and riparian-wetland
areas to avoid perching locations for raptors to prevent predation of
greater sage-grouse and controlling invasive species.

Commenters indicated the impact analysis for riparian-wetland areas
was flawed asserting proper functioning condition was rarely
achieved, a minimal standard, and did not respond to fisheries or
wildlife habitat needs. In addition, commenters suggested
management prescriptions be strengthened to protect those riparian
areas that do meet proper functioning condition.
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Summary Response:

Socioeconomic Resources

Summary Comment #3036_1:

Commenters provided scientific citations supporting livestock grazing
impacts on wetland-riparian areas, specifically that grazing affects
efforts to maintain proper functioning condition and monitoring
should focus on riparian areas, and that BLM should not rely on
placing salt blocks in upland areas to draw livestock away from
riparian-wetland areas.

The Supplement only included management actions related to the Key
Habitat Areas and PHMAs ACECs. The Draft RMP and Draft EIS
included management actions specific to riparian/wetland resources,
as does the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

While the BLM used a consistent method for developing alternatives,
the specifics of each sub-region necessitated modification of the
range of alternatives to accommodate locality and population
differences. In response to the greater sage-grouse management
objectives described in the 2006 WAFWA Greater Sage-grouse
Comprehensive Conservation Strategy, many reports have been
prepared for the development of management recommendations,
strategies, and regulatory guidelines. The 2011 NTT report, the 2013
Conservations Objectives Team (COT; USFWS 2013), and the 2013
Summary of Science, Activities, Programs and Policies that Influence
the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse (also referred to
as BER; Manier et al. 2013) are the most widely used reports that
were incorporated in the Supplement to address the effects of
implementing greater sage-grouse conservation measures on public
lands.

Commenters expressed concern regarding the socioeconomic impacts
as a result of ACEC designation on multiple land uses under
alternatives E and F, in particular voicing concern that the economic
impacts were not accurately portrayed. Commenters also felt that
the BLM tried to align alternatives D and F but cannot do so because
of the differences in management prescriptions between the
alternatives. Commenters requested BLM conduct additional analysis
comparing alternatives, update information, incorporate supplied
data, and provide supporting information for conclusions.
Commenters requested the BLM also address socioeconomic impacts
of management to and from land uses including oil and gas
development, bentonite mining, livestock grazing, locatable minerals,
and EOR development. Other commenters requested that the BLM
include economic information and studies on the impacts of hunting,
fishing, and the outdoor industry to the local economies in the
Bighorn Basin. The commenters added that IMPLAN does not offer
the most comprehensive impact analysis and that proposed
management was inconsistent with EO 2011-5.
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Summary Response:

Commenters also pointed out that requiring validity exams in
withdrawn or segregated lands could adversely impact small
businesses since the ACECs overlap areas with high to moderate
locatable mineral potential, which was not addressed, and could put
the Proposed RMP at risk of invalidation.

Commenters also requested the BLM conduct further analysis
regarding the socioeconomic cumulative impacts to the Bighorn Basin
based on restrictions on land uses, in particular, loss of revenue from
mineral development and closing public lands to livestock grazing.
Other commenters raised issues regarding livestock grazing and how
designation of ACECs will affect current and future livestock grazing
management. Other commenters asked how the BLM would place an
economic value on the social impact of restrictions on livestock
grazing.

Commenters also voiced support for management included in the
Supplement related to livestock grazing, asserting the value of public
lands is often overestimated, not accounted for or could present
opportunities for administrative cost savings for BLM.

The BLM has provided an adequate analysis of potential economic
impacts with the RMP; see Chapter 3 and 4, and Appendix Q. The
changes suggested by some commenters (e.g., high social impacts in
Alt E and F) are driven by the supposition of substantial economic
impacts in bentonite, oil/gas, and grazing in Alternatives E and F. The
guantitative data provided by BLM do not indicate there would be
substantial differences between Alternative E and B, or between
Alternative F and D. The differences that are present are reflected in
the revised analysis.

The Supplement provides an adequate discussion of the
environmental consequences, including the cumulative impacts, of
the presented alternatives. As required by 40 CFR 1502.16, the
Supplement provides a discussion of the environmental impacts of the
alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse
environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the alternatives
be implemented, the relationship between short-term uses of man’s
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term
productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of
resources that would be involved in the proposal should it be
implemented. The Supplement provided sufficiently detailed
information to aid in determining whether to proceed with the
Preferred Alternative or make a reasoned choice among the other
alternatives in a manner such that the public could have an
understanding of the environmental consequences associated with
the alternatives, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.1.

Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather
than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use
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Summary Comment #3036_2:

Summary Response:

Special Status Species

Summary Comment #3038:

Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter Il, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV,
B at 29). The EIS contains only planning actions and does not include
any implementation actions. A more quantified or detailed and
specific analysis would be required only if the scope of the decision
included implementation actions. As specific actions that may affect
the area come under consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent
NEPA analyses that include site-specific project and implementation-
level actions. The site-specific analyses will tier to the plan-level
analysis and expand the environmental analysis when more specific
information is known. In addition, as required by NEPA, the public will
be offered the opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for
implementation actions.

Commenters were concerned that the BLM did not adequately reflect
the socioeconomic impacts to local communities from limiting land
uses such as oil and gas development and livestock grazing.
Commenters remarked that revenue from oil and gas activities,
mining, employment, property taxes, recreation, etc., could not be
replaced from other revenue streams. Commenters requested BLM
conduct additional analysis regarding the loss of tax royalties paid by
oil and gas companies and associated impacts on the local
communities. Commenters recommended the BLM develop and
include a monitoring and mitigation plan in the Record of Decision,
due to the anticipated socioeconomic impacts, especially smaller
communities in the Planning Area.

Land use plan-level analyses are typically broad and qualitative rather
than quantitative or focused on site-specific actions (BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook H-1601-1, Chapter Il, A-B at 11-13 and Chapter IV,
B at 29). The Supplement contains only planning actions and does not
include any implementation actions. A more quantified or detailed
and specific analysis would be required only if the scope of the
decision included implementation actions.

As specific actions that may affect the area come under consideration,
the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA analyses that include site-
specific project and implementation-level actions. The site-specific
analyses will tier to the plan-level analysis and expand the
environmental analysis when more specific information is known. In
addition, as required by NEPA, the public will be offered the
opportunity to participate in the NEPA process for implementation
actions.

Commenters requested active raptor nests be defined to include
nests that have been active within the past seven years and winter
roost sites. Commenters also requested the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS address golden eagle populations and use in the planning area, as
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well as prohibit surface-disturbing activities with 1 mile of golden
eagle nests.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is outside the scope of
the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP, a targeted analysis
specifically addressing goals, objectives, and conservation measures
to conserve greater sage-grouse and to respond to the potential of its
being listed. Analysis for raptor protections are in compliance with
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service recommend spatial and
seasonal buffer zones to avoid or minimize disturbance and the risk of
take.

Trails and Travel Management

Summary Comment #3039_1:

Summary Response:

Commenters had concerns about seasonally closing roads in greater
sage-grouse priority habitats because it could present safety concerns
for existing facilities and that eliminating access would violate existing
rights. In addition, commenters requested that the BLM allow
seasonal access for emergency repairs and maintenance.
Commenters stated travel management prescriptions were
inconsistent with EO 2011-5 and should be eliminated or modified
consistent with the EO.

Commenters discouraged management prohibiting new roads within
1.9 miles from active leks, indicating it could negatively impact utility
response, delivery, and maintenance requesting BLM provide for
exceptions. Commenters also requested BLM provide citations
supporting the buffers required for road construction. Commenters
recommended limiting motorized use to existing roads and trails
pending travel management planning. Commenters recommended
tertiary roads be located further than 0.6 mile from active leks and
other important greater sage-grouse habitat. Commenters expressed
support for closing unnecessary routes and trails utilizing reclamation
practices to benefit wildlife habitat.

The BLM has identified Alternative D as its Proposed RMP, which is
consistent with the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5. EO 2011-5 has
been determined sufficient to conserve greater sage-grouse
throughout Wyoming and WAFWA Management Zones | and Il

Before beginning the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and
Draft EIS and throughout the planning effort, the BLM considered the
availability of data from all sources, adequacy of existing data, data
gaps, and the type of data necessary to support informed
management decisions at the land-use plan level. The data needed to
support broad-scale analysis of the Bighorn Basin Planning Area are
substantially different from the data needed to support site-specific
analysis of projects. The Supplement data and information is
presented in map and table form and is sufficient to support the
broad scale analyses required for land use planning.
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Summary Comment #3039_2:

Summary Response:

Vegetation

Summary Comment #3042:

The BLM used the most recent and best information available that
was relevant to a land-use planning-level analysis including the BER
(BER; Manier et al. 2013). The BER assisted the BLM in summarizing
the effect of the planning efforts at a range-wide scale, particularly in
the affected environment and cumulative impacts sections. The BER
looked at each of the threats to greater sage-grouse identified in the
USFWS’s “warranted but precluded” finding for the species. For these
threats, the report summarized the current scientific understanding,
as of report publication date (June 2013), of various impacts to
greater sage-grouse populations and habitats. The report also
quantitatively measured the location, magnitude, and extent of each
threat. These data were used in the planning process to describe
threats at other levels, such as the sub-regional boundary and
WAFWA Management Zone scale, to facilitate comparison between
sub-regions. The BER provided data and information to show how
management under different alternatives may meet specific plans,
goals, and objectives.

Commenters voiced concern about BMPs and/or RDFs in Appendix L,
in particular those that require heliportable seismic exploration, when
seasonal restrictions would suffice and have less impact. Commenters
indicated that BLM defer decisions regarding road locations on split
estate lands to the private landowner. Other commenters stated that
telemetry or remote monitoring alone was not sufficient in all cases
and recommended BLM consider operational and economic factors
before implementation of this RDF.

The BLM developed the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP
and Draft EIS with involvement from cooperating agencies, including
WGFD, Wyoming Governor’s office, USFWS, and local
agencies/governments to ensure that a balanced multiple-use
management strategy addresses the protection of greater sage-
grouse while allowing for utilization of renewable and nonrenewable
resources on the public lands. The RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's
Greater Sage-Grouse NTT. To provide Bureau-wide consistency the
recommendations cannot be revised. However, during
implementation the site-specific situation shall be considered
including effectiveness of the design feature as well as technical and
economic feasibility. The BLM's Proposed RMP is consistent with the
Wyoming Governor's EOQ 2011-5 that has been determined sufficient
to conserve greater sage-grouse throughout Wyoming and WAFWA
Management Zones | and Il.

Commenters provided justification and scientific data supporting the
use of Ecological Site Descriptions instead of Historical Climax Plant
Community, for restoration and habitat management. Commenters
felt Ecological Site Descriptions provided a better assessment of
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change over time and response following disturbance, and
standardized data collection and analysis for addressing ecosystem
health.

Commenters expressed opposition to language used for managing
thatch, indicating it reflected negatively on livestock grazing
management. Commenters suggested revisions and/or requested the
management not be included in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.
Commenters recommended removing text in the impact analysis,
stating it was redundant because the BLM is already required to
determine if rangeland health standards are being met. Commenters
identified technical edits to BMPs in Appendix L, including requests to
use alternative language and corrections to technical terms.

Commenters questioned if vegetation treatments proposed to
improve greater sage-grouse habitat were beneficial to the recovery
of the species or a threat. Specifically, commenters suggested further
evaluation and testing was necessary to substantiate the impacts,
whether adverse or beneficial. Commenters further advised
prohibiting vegetation treatments with 3 miles of lek sites and
including one alternative that targets a 10.2-inch residual summer
height during nesting season.

Vegetation management is conducted using Ecological Site
Descriptions developed by the Natural Resources Conservation
Service, and the concept of Historic Climax Plant Community is an
integral part of the Ecological Site Description in the state and
transition model. The BLM revised Management Action 4030 in the
Proposed RMP to reference plant community state or phases based
on Ecological Site Descriptions.

The Supplement provided analysis of the effects of each alternative as
required by NEPA and provides an adequate discussion of the
environmental consequences of the presented alternatives. The
Supplement contains only planning actions and does not include any
implementation actions. As specific actions that may affect the area
come under consideration, the BLM will conduct subsequent NEPA
analyses that include site-specific project and implementation-level
actions. The public will be offered the opportunity to participate in
the NEPA process for implementation actions. The BLM considers
impacts to sensitive species during site-specific analysis of grazing
renewals and Standard 4 of Standards for Healthy Rangelands and
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing applies to special status species
habitat.

See the Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5 for clarification on sagebrush
treatments and their relation to disturbance. The BLM has identified
Alternative D as its Proposed RMP in the Final EIS, which is consistent
with EO 2011-5. Further, the BLM will collaborate with appropriate
federal agencies, and the State of Wyoming as contemplated under
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Visual Resource Management

Summary Comment #3043:

Summary Response:

Water

Summary Comment #3044:

Summary Response:

the Governor’s EO 2013-3, to: 1) develop appropriate conservation
objectives; 2) define a framework for evaluating situations where
greater sage-grouse conservation objectives are not being achieved
on federal land, to determine if a causal relationship exists between
improper grazing (by wildlife or wild horses or livestock) and greater
sage-grouse conservation objectives; and 3) identify appropriate site-
based action to achieve greater sage-grouse conservation objectives
within the framework.

The RDFs in Appendix L are from BLM's Greater Sage-Grouse NTT and
to provide Bureau-wide consistency the recommendations cannot be
revised. During implementation the site-specific situation will be
considered on a project specific basis.

Commenters requested the BLM correct the Alternative F VRM Class I
boundary for the Sheep Mountain Anticline ACEC to provide an
additional 0.25-mile buffer from the adjacent VRM Class IV area so it
includes all the bentonite potential areas depicted in the BLM’s
bentonite potential GIS file.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is outside the scope of
the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP and Draft EIS, a
targeted analysis specifically addressing goals, objectives, and
conservation measures to conserve greater sage-grouse and to
respond to the respond to the potential of its being listed.

All GIS maps, data, and information have been updated for the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

Commenters questioned NTT RDFs related to water impoundments
and management of produced water, noting the RDFs were
duplicative of programs under the jurisdiction of state agencies.
Commenters expressed concern that removal or reinjection of
produced water would result in loss of habitat and water sources for
greater sage-grouse. Commenters asked for clarification on how RDFs
will interface with NSO and CSU requirements, where the RDFs apply
(in greater sage-grouse priority habitat only or both priority and
general habitats), and if there will be a process for granting waivers,
exceptions or modifications.

The NTT report (or BER, or COT) is not the sole source of management
decisions for the range of alternatives. The NTT was formed as an
independent, science-based team to ensure that the best information
about how to manage the greater sage-grouse is reviewed, evaluated,
and provided to the BLM in the planning process. The group
produced a report in December 2011 that identified science-based
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management considerations to promote sustainable greater sage-
grouse populations. The NTT is staying involved as the BLM work
through the strategy to make sure that relevant science is considered,
reasonably interpreted, and accurately presented; and that
uncertainties and risks are acknowledged and documented.

A baseline environmental report, titled Summary of Science, Activities,
Programs, and Policies That Influence the Rangewide Conservation of
Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) (referred to as the
BER), was released on June 3, 2013, by the U.S. Geological Survey.
The peer-reviewed report summarizes the current scientific
understanding about the various impacts to greater sage-grouse
populations and habitats and addresses the location, magnitude, and
extent of each threat. The BER does not provide management
options. The report is being used by the BLM in our efforts to develop
regulatory mechanisms and improve our conservation efforts of the
greater sage-grouse and its habitat to reduce the potential for listing
it under the ESA. The data for this report were gathered from BLM,
and other sources and were the "best available" at the range-wide
scale at the time collected. The report provides a framework for
considering potential implications and management options, and
demonstrates a regional context and perspective needed for local
planning and decision-making.

In March 2012, the USFWS initiated a collaborative approach to
develop range-wide conservation objectives for the greater sage-
grouse to inform the 2015 decision about the need to list the species
and to inform the collective conservation efforts of the many partners
working to conserve the species. In March 2013, this team of State
and USFWS representatives, released the COT report based upon the
best scientific and commercial data available at the time that
identifies key areas for greater sage-grouse conservation, key threats
in those areas, and the extent to which they need to be reduced for
the species to be conserved. The report serves as guidance to federal
land management agencies, State greater sage-grouse teams, and
others in focusing efforts to achieve effective conservation for this
species.

The range of alternatives is based upon analysis of public scoping
comments as well as information provided in the NTT report, the BER,
the COT report, and State management plans. The alternatives
represent different degrees of and approaches to balancing resources
and resource use among competing human interests, land uses, and
the conservation of natural and cultural resource values, while
sustaining and enhancing ecological integrity across the landscape,
including plant, wildlife, and fish habitat. For example, Alternatives E
and F incorporates adjustments to the NTT report (NTT 2011) based
on cooperating agency input to provide a balanced level of protection,
restoration, enhancement, and use of resources and services to meet
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Wild Horses

Summary Comment #3045:

Summary Response:

Wilderness Characteristics

Summary Comment #3046:

ongoing programs and land uses. Anthropogenic surface disturbance
would be managed not to exceed 3 percent in ecological sites that
support sagebrush within Preliminary Priority Habitat (Figure 2-1,
Ecological Sites Supporting Sagebrush in Preliminary Priority Habitat,
in Appendix B, Figures).

Greater sage-grouse conservation measures in A Report on National
Greater Sage-grouse Conservation Measures (NTT 2011) were used to
form BLM management direction under alternatives E and F, which is
consistent with the direction provided in BLM Washington Office

IM 2012-044.

Commenters expressed concern that management for greater sage-
grouse habitat objectives in HMAs should include managing wild
horses at minimum population levels to address impacts on range
conditions from wild horses. Further, commenters suggested revising
HMA management within Key and Priority habitats to prioritize
evaluation of Appropriate Management Levels.

Commenters asked that language in the Supplement acknowledging
the impacts of wild ungulates (including wild or feral horses) on the
quality and composition of key forage species be incorporated in the
Fish and Wildlife Resources — Wildlife section of the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS.

Management Action 4145 was revised to require inclusion of greater
sage-grouse objectives in HMA plan updates. In addition, language
was revised to acknowledge that management challenges for big
game species include poor habitat conditions, fire management,
drought, increased development and urbanization, habitat
fragmentation, invasive species, motorized vehicle misuse, disease,
hunter access, and the impacts of livestock, wildlife, and ungulate
grazing and browsing on the frequency, quality, and composition of
key forage species.

Commenters expressed concern over designation of lands with
wilderness characteristics indicating the inventory was inadequate
and should be updated. Commenters noted that some proposed
lands with wilderness characteristics do not have wilderness
characteristics because the viewshed requirements are not being met
and they contain roads and other man-made structures. Commenters
asked for clarification regarding the “scale” of analysis of lands with
wilderness characteristics and requested that the BLM only use one
scale for the analysis. Commenters felt management that called for
restoration of roads and trails in greater sage-grouse priority habitat
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Summary Response:

Wildlife

Summary Comment #3049:

would lead to “rewilding” of areas that no longer contain or are not
being managed for wilderness characteristics, stating this
management did not comply with the BLM’s multiple use mandate.

Commenters requested special management prescriptions for greater
sage-grouse PHMAs located within lands with wilderness
characteristics and areas recommended in the Citizens” Wilderness
Proposal, to protect greater sage-grouse and wilderness character.
Commenters identified 22 lands with wilderness characteristics and 6
Citizens’ Wilderness Proposals that contain greater sage-grouse
PHMAs and recommended stipulations for motorized and mechanized
vehicle use, VRM, mineral and oil and gas leasing, geophysical
exploration, mineral materials disposal, ROWs, and renewable energy.
Commenters presented supporting information for implementing the
special restrictions to protect greater sage-grouse, citing several
technical documents. Commenters also submitted additional
information for the BLM to consider about the Citizens’ Wilderness
Proposal areas.

Thank you for your comment. The comment is outside the scope of
the Supplement to the Bighorn Basin Draft RMP, a targeted analysis
specifically addressing goals, objectives, and conservation measures
to conserve greater sage-grouse and to respond to the respond to the
potential of its being listed.

The BLM has identified Alternative D as the Proposed RMP in the Final
EIS, which does not designate Key Habitat Areas or PHMA ACECs, nor
does it manage lands to maintain wilderness characteristics; these
areas would be managed consistent with management for other
resources and resource uses. Alternative D is consistent with the
Wyoming Governor's EO 2011-5.

Commenters requested that BLM consider multiple published articles
and guidance regarding wildlife and greater gage-grouse, noting
several relevant articles on greater gage-grouse were not cited.

Commenters identified seven important bird areas for inclusion in the
RMP, providing information about the areas and noting that several
overlap greater sage-grouse PHMAs, emphasizing the ecological
importance of these areas for greater sage-grouse and critical avian
habitat.

Commenters were confused by restrictions on locatable minerals due
to closure of big game crucial winter range, questioning the BLM’s
authority to manage game species and discretion to restrict
development in big game habitat.
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Commenters suggested the BLM clarify what “closed” meant,
recognize WGFD’s responsibility for game management, and support
cooperative management where wildlife concerns exist.

Commenters indicated impacts on greater gage-grouse were
overstated, asserting recent studies confirmed this assertion,
suggesting ROW restrictions were not necessary, and that restrictions
and/or mitigation should be specific to greater gage-grouse and based
on valid science.

Summary Response: BLM reviewed the suggested reports/data/articles to determine if
they are substantially different from the information cited in the
Supplement. The commenters’ additional information was found to
provide the general findings as already noted in the Supplement,
therefore inclusion and consideration would not substantially alter
the conclusions or analysis. Therefore, they were not incorporated
into the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

The BLM acknowledges that WGFD manages wildlife within Wyoming,
while the BLM focus is on managing habitat. The BLM will continue to
work with the WGFD to meet state wildlife population objectives.

The BLM complied with the NEPA by including a discussion of
measures that may mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the
alternatives in the RMP and EIS. See 40 CFR 1502.14(f), 1502.16(h).
Potential forms of mitigation include: (1) avoiding the impact
altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (2)
minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action
and its implementation; (3) rectifying the impact by repairing,
rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (4) reducing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action; or (5) compensating for the
impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments. (40 CFR 1508.20)

Taking certain actions are only some of many potential forms of
mitigation. The BLM must include mitigation measures in an EIS
pursuant to the NEPA; yet the BLM has full discretion in selecting
which mitigation measures are most appropriate, including which
forms of mitigation are inappropriate.
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4.3. Non-Substantive Comments

In addition to the substantive comments summarized and responded to above, the BLM received
numerous non-substantive comments during the comment period. In accordance with the BLM NEPA
Handbook (H-1790-1), a formal response to non-substantive comments is not required; however, the
BLM has reviewed and acknowledges all received comments. Non-substantive comments generally
included:

e Comments in favor of or against management alternatives and allocations without reasoning
that meet the criteria for substantive comments (such as: we disagree with the Preferred
Alternative and believe the BLM should select Alternative C);

e Comments that only agreed or disagreed with BLM policy or resource decisions without
justification or supporting data that meet the criteria for substantive comments (such as: the
BLM needs to better manage oil and gas development in the Planning Area);

e Comments that did not pertain to the Bighorn Basin Planning Area;

e Comments that were outside the scope of analysis for the RMP and EIS (such as comments
related to revision and update of laws, policies, and regulations);

e Comments that take took form of vague, open-ended questions or statements that did not meet
the criteria for substantive comments; and

e Comments submitted during the comment period for the Supplement that focused on the Draft
RMP and Draft EIS rather than the supplement.

5.0 CONCLUSION

The BLM integrated the content of the Supplement into the Draft RMP and Draft EIS, revised the
combined document, and prepared the Proposed RMP and Final EIS in response to substantive
comments received during both comment periods. The BLM will continue to consider public, agency,
and other stakeholder comments through completion of the Bighorn Basin RMP Revision Project, as
appropriate.
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ATTACHMENT A

COMMENTER RESPONSE INDEX

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The tables presented in Attachments A and B are provided to assist commenters in finding their
submitted comments and identifying the associated BLM comment summary and response in the
Comment Analysis Report. Table A-1 provides a list of first and last names of commenters, the
commenter’s affiliation (if applicable), and the commenter’s comment document number. PDF copies
of all received comment documents are located on the BLM website:
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Planning/rmps/bighorn.html. Within Attachment B, also
located at the above website, Table B-1 includes all individual substantive comments and identifies the
BLM summary comment and response number associated with individual comments, organized by
comment document number.

To use these tables:
1. Locate your name and associated comment document number in Table A-1.

2. Using the comment document numbers from Table A-1, go to Attachment B on the BLM website
address provided above and find your identified individual comment(s), comment text, and BLM
summary comment and response numbers in Table B-1.

3. The BLM summary comment/response numbers match those provided in Section 4.2.1 of the
Comment Analysis Report.

With this information (comment document number, comment number, and summary comment and
response number) commenters can locate a copy of their original comment document on the BLM
website, their individual comments in Attachment B, and BLM summary comments and responses in
Section 4.2.1 of the Comment Analysis Report.

Table A-1. Index of Commenters

Commenter Commenter I Comment

Last Name First Name Commenter Affiliation Document Number
Abell Stanton J. Unaffiliated Individual 10105
Abell Linda K. Unaffiliated Individual 10106
Ackerly Elaine Unaffiliated Individual 10325
Admidin Gene Unaffiliated Individual 10559
Ahalt Susan Ironside Bird Rescue, Inc. 10022
Akin Allen Unaffiliated Individual 10526
Alameda Glen Wyoming State Grazing Board Central Committee 10216
Allard Bret Unaffiliated Individual 10042
Anderson Clarence Unaffiliated Individual 10343
Anderson Lance Unaffiliated Individual 10491
Anderson Colleen Unaffiliated Individual 10036
Anderson, MD Richard Unaffiliated Individual 10063
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Andrews Bonnie Unaffiliated Individual 10444
Andromidas Jorge Unaffiliated Individual 10049
Andrus Melanie Unaffiliated Individual 10460
Anonymous Unaffiliated Individual 10533
Babcock Nancy Unaffiliated Individual 10571
Baird John Unaffiliated Individual 10298
Baker Mary Unaffiliated Individual 10245
Baker LeAnn Washakie Development Association 10285
Baker Mike Hot Springs County Commission 10404
Bales Shirley Unaffiliated Individual 10124
Ball Gene Unaffiliated Individual 10149
Ballinger Garry J&R Well Service 10509
Ballwanz Gerri Unaffiliated Individual 10451
Balyo Scott Cody Country Chamber of Commerce 10386
Bannon Joy Wyoming Wildlife Federation 10283
Barski Joe Unaffiliated Individual 10046
Bassett Tom MOC 10102
Beatty Brenda Unaffiliated Individual 10355
Bebout Eli State Of Wyoming Legislature 10030
Eli and Rep. Tom Joint Minerals, Business and Economic Development
Bebout Lockhart P Interim Committee of the Wyoming Legislatur: 10278
Berryman Carl City of Powell 10029
Betters Kathleen Unaffiliated Individual 10453
Betters Anthony J&R Well Service 10550
Bighorn Basin Local
Government Bighorn Basin Local Government Cooperating
Cooperating Agencies 10262
Agencies
Bishop Norman A. Unaffiliated Individual 10173
Black Joshua Phoenix Production Company 10056
Blackburn Kenneth G. Unaffiliated Individual 10578
Blake Nancy Unaffiliated Individual 10442
Blakesley Marvin Gene R George and Associates Inc. 10059
Blakesley Marvin Unaffiliated Individual 10369
Blymer Mike Unaffiliated Individual 10214
Bohan Suzanne EPA Region 8 10261
Bolbol Deniz American Wild Horse Preservation Campaign 10479
Bolles Randy Devon Energy Corporation 10286
Booher Sam Unaffiliated Individual 10459
Boreen Phil Boreen Hay & Cattle Co. LLC 10402
Bowers Carla Unaffiliated Individual 10271
Branch Colby Unaffiliated Individual 10230
Braten R. Gene and Judy Unaffiliated Individual 10238
Brooks John Unaffiliated Individual 10182
A-2 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMVP and Finai EIS

Comment Analysis Report
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Brouillette John and Louise Unaffiliated Individual 10406
Brown Rob Unaffiliated Individual 10004
Brown Matt and Teresa Unaffiliated Individual 10275
Brown Teresa Unaffiliated Individual 10276
Brutger Steve Trout Unlimited 10281
Buck Dina Unaffiliated Individual 10336
Buller Tom Unaffiliated Individual 10557
Burke Dave Park County 10273
Burken Allan Unaffiliated Individual 10007
Butts Gary City of Powell 10579
Byrne Brenda Unaffiliated Individual 10161
Caines Philip Unaffiliated Individual 10377
Caldwell David Unaffiliated Individual 10127
Campbell Scott Unaffiliated Individual 10345
Canapp Justin Unaffiliated Individual 10504
Capozelli J Unaffiliated Individual 10290
Capron Bob Unaffiliated Individual 10323
Carlson Jim Unaffiliated Individual 10062
Carney Mike and Karen Unaffiliated Individual 10489
Carter Yancy Unaffiliated Individual 10556
Chapman Diane Unaffiliated Individual 10417
Cheatham Kelly J and R Well Service 10539
Class Lonnie Unaffiliated Individual 10496
Clifford Adam Unaffiliated Individual 10575
Cline Shawn Unaffiliated Individual 10473
Close Dan Unaffiliated Individual 10180
Clouse John Unaffiliated Individual 10316
Coggins Sawyer Cooley's Welding 10075
Conner Seth Cooley's Welding 10079
Cocley Jim Cooley's Welding 10082
Corkran Dave and Char Unaffiliated Individual 10234
Corra John Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 10200
Corra John Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 10225
Cowan Kimberly Unaffiliated Individual 10353
Cox Trenton B. Unaffiliated Individual 10146
Cozzens Dee Institute of Water Resources (IWR) 10031
Cozzens R.Dee Unaffiliated Individual 10095
Crawford Gordon Unaffiliated Individual 10132
Crumrine Max Unaffiliated Individual 10416
Cruz Rosando Cooley's Welding 10081
Cruz Rosando Cooley's Welding 10516
Culver Nada The Wilderness Society 10389
Curtis Chad Weatherford Completion Systems 10555
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Dale Daniel Unaffiliated Individual 10410
Dalin Lisa Unaffiliated Individual 10111
Darling Kelly Unaffiliated Individual 10485
Darlington Toddi NRPC (Natural Resource Planning Committee) 10032
Darlington Toddi Unaffiliated Individual 10329
Davis Chad and Mary Jo Unaffiliated Individual 10405
Deiss Allory Wyoming State Geological Survey 10280
Dellinger Betty Unaffiliated Individual 10472
Deromedi Monica Bighorn Basin Resource Alliance 10057
Deromedi Shelley Unaffiliated Individual 10120
Deromedi :/In::iocr;yand Unaffiliated Individual 10381
DeVries Mark JadeCo Electric 10544
Dewar Pat Unaffiliated Individual 10327
Dickinson Marion Unaffiliated Individual 10347
Dickson Brian Unaffiliated Individual 10109
Dillon John Unaffiliated Individual 10335
Dirks Jewel Unaffiliated Individual 10318
Dockery Carl H.S.C Farm Bureau and Family Farm-Ranch 10497
Doll Thomas Wyoming Qil and Gas Conservation Commission 10227
Dollard Jerry Unaffiliated Individual 10140
Dominick Marshall Unaffiliated Individual 10217
Dominick Bettye Unaffiliated Individual 10568
Donato Scot Bill Barrett Corporation 10375
Donham Craig Marathon Oil 10519
Douthett Deborah Unaffiliated Individual 10457
Dragon Cynthia Unaffiliated Individual 10116
Durney Mike J&R Well Service 10553
Eisen Terry and John Unaffiliated Individual 10148
Elias Francisco Unaffiliated Individual 10083
Ely Pat and Johnna Unaffiliated Individual 10317
Emmerich John Wyoming Game and Fish Department 10264
Emmett Kim and Darwin Unaffiliated Individual 10178
Entel John Jand R Well Service 10541
Evans Dinda Unaffiliated Individual 10308
Evenson Marilyn Unaffiliated Individual 10160
Ewen Jerold Bighorn County Commissioners 10058
Ewen Jerry Big Horn County Commissioner 10384
Ewing David Ewing Exploration Company 10024
Fabia Lisa Rose Unaffiliated Individual 10470
Fader Judith Unaffiliated Individual 10206
Fauth Paula Unaffiliated Individual 10088
Fearneyhough Jason Wyoming Department of Agriculture 10481
A4 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMVP and Finai EIS
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Feick Duane Wyoming BLM 10358
Ferlisi Tony Wyoming Wilderness Association 10268
Field Patricia Unaffiliated Individual 10324
Fink Richard Unaffiliated Individual 10101
Fisher Mark Unaffiliated Individual 10218
Fitzsimmons Doneen Unaffiliated Individual 10006
Fletner Mary Unaffiliated Individual 10035
Flitner David Flitner Ranch and Hideout Adventures 10409
Flowers James Unaffiliated Individual 10537
Frey Travis Marathon Oil Company 10003
Frick Douglas Unaffiliated Individual 10306
Frost Sandra Unaffiliated Individual 10210
Fry Margaret Unaffiliated Individual 10212
Galyan Ellen Unaffiliated Individual 10548
Garbin Paul Unaffiliated Individual 10247
Garrett Rick Unaffiliated Individual 10341
Garvey Lydia Unaffiliated Individual 10188
Garvey Lydia Unaffiliated Individual 10314
Gay Susan Unaffiliated Individual 10443
Gifford Tom Gifford Ranch LLC 10125
Gilbert Bryce Champion Technologies 10551
Gilmore Rickey J&R Well Service 10554
Gindice Gary Unaffiliated Individual 10099
Goldstein Carol Ann Unaffiliated Individual 10158
Good Brian Unaffiliated Individual 10322
Good Mike Unaffiliated Individual 10503
Greer Julie Unaffiliated Individual 10407
Greer William Unaffiliated Individual 10411
Griffith Johnny Unaffiliated Individual 10536
Grimes Daphne Unaffiliated Individual 10066
Groves Linda Unaffiliated Individual 10248
Grubbs Kathy and David Unaffiliated Individual 10310
Guynup Sharon Unaffiliated Individual 10438
Guzzi Sherry and Ted Unaffiliated Individual 10243
Haeseley Ryan Unaffiliated Individual 10092
Hale Sharon Unaffiliated Individual 10256
Halloran Georgia Unaffiliated Individual 10415
Hamilton Wesley Unaffiliated Individual 10122
Hamilton Eleancr Unaffiliated Individual 10211
Hamilton Keith and Linda Hamilton Ranch, INC 10387
Hamlin Chris Smith Oilfield 10499
Hammer Douglas Unaffiliated Individual 10257
Handelsman Robert Unaffiliated Individual 10018
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Hankee Bill Unaffiliated Individual 10187
Hanson Vincent Unaffiliated Individual 10315
Harvey Ron Washakie County Commissioners 10053
Harvey Ron Washakie County Commissioners 10482
Hassan Helen 91 Ranch, A Wyoming Corporation 10089
Haubrich g’;:;’:”d Unaffiliated Individual 10475
Hawthorne Brian Blue Ribbon Coalition 10370
Hay Anne Unaffiliated Individual 10071
Haywood Evan J&R Well Services 10494
Haywood Heath J & R Well Service 10524
Hecht Scott Unaffiliated Individual 10301
Heinze Kendi Unaffiliated Individual 10194
B e
Henley Bob Unaffiliated Individual 10038
Henrichsen Katherine Unaffiliated Individual 10272
Henze Fritz Marathon Oil (BAR-T Electric) 10564
Herd David J&R Well Service 10510
Herman Robert L. Unaffiliated Individual 10026
Hessenthaler Paul Unaffiliated Individual 10121
Heyward E Unaffiliated Individual 10023
Heyward Joslin Unaffiliated Individual 10190
Hill Eric Unaffiliated Individual 10141
Hill William Lee Unaffiliated Individual 10179
Hill William Lee Unaffiliated Individual 10488
Hillberry James Unaffiliated Individual 10565
Hinckley Ann Unaffiliated Individual 10573
Hinebaugh Josh Cooley's Welding 10087
Holdsworth Scott Unaffiliated Individual 10535
Hooper Jacob cF;c:zQz;d;aCs?:struction Contracting for MOC in 10530
Hopkins Elaine Unaffiliated Individual 10462
Hopkins Mary Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office 10490
House Glen Unaffiliated Individual 10153
Hurt Luc Unaffiliated Individual 10478
Icenogle Joseph Fidelity Exploration and Production Company 10051
Inberg Judy Unaffiliated Individual 10192
Inman Kate Unaffiliated Individual 10309
Irelan Shirley Unaffiliated Individual 10228
Iverson Taunya Unaffiliated Individual 10342
Jachowski Kathleen Guardians of the Range 10383
Jacobsen Andrew Unaffiliated Individual 10436
A-6 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMVP and Finai EIS
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Jacobson Harold and Agnes Unaffiliated Individual 10039
Jeffries Brian Wyoming Pipeline Authority 10265
Jensen Robert Unaffiliated Individual 10114
Johansson Isla Unaffiliated Individual 10351
Johansson Murray Ester Unaffiliated Individual 10232
John Murphy Unaffiliated Individual 10138
John Gallagher Park County Pedalers Board of Directors 10577
Johnsey Billy Hoodoo Ranch 10449
Johnson Bettie ZE Ranch Co. 10143
Johnson Jack Unaffiliated Individual 10240
Johnson Ruth Clare V Ranch 10292
Johnson Kim Unaffiliated Individual 10304
Johnson Ruth Clare Unaffiliated Individual 10498
Jolley Jacob Unaffiliated Individual 10513
Jolovich Anthony Unaffiliated Individual 10244
Jolovich Rudy Unaffiliated Individual 10520
Jones Joeann Kirby Creek Ranch 10299
Jones Steve Meeteetse Conservation District 10371
Jordan Judy Unaffiliated Individual 10169
Joyce Nancy Unaffiliated Individual 10372
Kane Stephen Unaffiliated Individual 10382
Kane Stephen Unaffiliated Individual 10413
Kania Amy Town of Basin 10303
Kastel Diane Greater Yellowstone Coalition - Cody 10060
Kastel Diane M. Unaffiliated Individual 10156
Kathrens Ginger The Cloud Foundation 10376
Kattenhorn Trever Unaffiliated Individual 10562
Kavanaugh Frank D. Unaffiliated Individual 10151
Kawano Evan Unaffiliated Individual 10532
Kelso George Unaffiliated Individual 10401
Kenyon Kris Unaffiliated Individual 10441
Kerns Ken Unaffiliated Individual 10366
Kersten Becky Unaffiliated Individual 10269
Kesselheim Donn and Chelsea Unaffiliated Individual 10112
Kessler Mark Unaffiliated Individual 10507
Kidston Justin Unaffiliated Individual 10014
Kimes Doug Smith Qilfield 10500
Kimm Taylor Cooley's Welding 10084
Kinkol Karen Unaffiliated Individual 10171
Kirsch James D. Unaffiliated Individual 10186
Kirsch James Unaffiliated Individual 10313
Kisner Al Unaffiliated Individual 10456
Klimek Tom Unaffiliated Individual 10027

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS
Comment Analysis Report

A-7

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Appendix A-129



Appendix A — Comment Analysis

Attachment A — Draft Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Commenter Response Index

Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Klym David Unaffiliated Individual 10235
Kolacny Colt Cooley's Welding 10078
Koval Dave Fidelity Exploration and Production Company 10177
Koval Dave Fidelity Exploration and Production Company 10487
Kress Joseph Unaffiliated Individual 10421
Krisjansons Brigita Unaffiliated Individual 10354
Kroehler Corbett Unaffiliated Individual 10175
Kroger Richard \ngez:)l‘a):Sisllél\/;f;ti‘l:rfsmimployees Coalition for 10288
Kunkle Adam Marathon Qil 10518
La Budda Hilary Unaffiliated Individual 10098
La Point Peggy Unaffiliated Individual 10242
LaCognata Dale Unaffiliated Individual 10159
Laieski Caleb Unaffiliated Individual 10166
Lance Ryan M. Office of State Lands and Investments 10203
Lansford Jamie Unaffiliated Individual 10279
LaPrade Becky Unaffiliated Individual 10452
Lawrence Charley Jand R Well Service 10543
Lawson Matt Unaffiliated Individual 10073
Lee Mary Ellen Unaffiliated Individual 10184
Lee Bryon Unaffiliated Individual 10430
Lee Beth Unaffiliated Individual 10469
Lefler Susan Unaffiliated Individual 10468
Lesher Stacy Prime Power 10542
Lichtendahl Ken Unaffiliated Individual 10196
Lindstrom Loren Unaffiliated Individual 10300
Lindstrom Alison Unaffiliated Individual 10463
Lindstrom Loren Marathon Oil Company 10493
Linebaugh Josh Unaffiliated Individual 10515
Little Deb Unaffiliated Individual 10380
Livingston Ed Unaffiliated Individual 10446
Loos Karl Smith Oil Field 10517
Lopez Joe Unaffiliated Individual 10511
Lout Robert Unaffiliated Individual 10241
Love Jeanie Unaffiliated Individual 10567
Lovell Brandy Unaffiliated Individual 10344
Lowery Jeff Cooley's Welding 10086
Lowry Jeff Cooley's Welding 10501
Loyning Doug Unaffiliated Individual 10433
Lumley John Elz;qsr:ir;:iisn(éc:sunty Commissioners/ Park County 10054
Lumley John Hot Springs County Commissioners 10363
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
Last Name First Name Commenter Affiliation Document Number
Luskin Richard Black Diamend, Inc. 10021
Macauley Greg Unaffiliated Individual 10154
MacDonald Mary Lou Unaffiliated Individual 10064
Magagna Jim Wyoming Stock Growers Association 10215
Magdanz Susan Unaffiliated Individual 10576
Magstadt Rick Wyo-Ben 10205
Magstadt Rick Unaffiliated Individual 10274
Mahoney Kevin Unaffiliated Individual 10357
Mangold Scott Powell, WY 10282
Martin Steve Unaffiliated Individual 10191
Martin Lisa Unaffiliated Individual 10331
Matteson Kip Unaffiliated Individual 10529
May Jordan Cooley's Welding 10074
May Gerald Unaffiliated Individual 10512
McArtor Nancy Unaffiliated Individual 10566
McCall Carla Unaffiliated Individual 10183
McColl John Unaffiliated Individual 10531
McCoy Grace Unaffiliated Individual 10013
McDonald Jazmyn Unaffiliated Individual 10431
McGee Scott Unaffiliated Individual 10137
McKee Jan US Fish and Wildlife Service 10574
McNair Robert L. Unaffiliated Individual 10163
Meabon R.P. Marathon Oil Company 10055
Meabon Randy Unaffiliated Individual 10249
Meabon Dennis Marathon Oil Co. 10558
Mead Matthew Office of the Governor 10139
Mead Matthew State of Wyoming 10364
Mechels Sally Unaffiliated Individual 10065
Menzel Ben Unaffiliated Individual 10117
Mesick Kathleen Unaffiliated Individual 10471
Metcalf Peter Black Diamond Equipment 10048
Mevyer Patricia Greater Yellowstone Coalition - Cody 10067
Milek Dorothy Unaffiliated Individual 10378
Miller Neil and Jennifer Unaffiliated Individual 10414
Minemyer Nick Prime Power 10540
Mock Kathy Unaffiliated Individual 10538
Moeller Susann Unaffiliated Individual 10461
Monk Sherie Unaffiliated Individual 10425
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter . Comment
Last Name First Name Commenter Affiliation Document Number
Monk David Unaffiliated Individual 10426
Moore Sherry L. Unaffiliated Individual 10167
Moore Tom Unaffiliated Individual 10204
Morrison Bruce Town of Lovell 10570
Mosely Claire Public Lands Advocacy 10263
Murphy Warren Unaffiliated Individual 10091
Myers Rex Unaffiliated Individual 10025
Myric Matt Richards Construction Inc. 10534
Naples Jean Marie Unaffiliated Individual 10157
Naumann Chris Unaffiliated Individual 10195
Neal Chuck Unaffiliated Individual 10113
Negus Kevin Unaffiliated Individual 10349
Nelson Peter Defenders of Wildlife 10379
Nelson Jeff Orchard Ranch 10439
Nelson April Orchard Ranch 10440
Neves Kay Unaffiliated Individual 10219
Neves Dave Unaffiliated Individual 10224
Neves Mike Unaffiliated Individual 10445
Nicholson Jack Unaffiliated Individual 10016
Nickola Robert Unaffiliated Individual 10246
Nielson Glenn A. Y-Tex Corporation 10164
Nistico Leslie Unaffiliated Individual 10450
Nordberg Ronald Unaffiliated Individual 10020
Norman Bruce B Unaffiliated Individual 10189
Norsworthy Billie Jo and Jason Unaffiliated Individual 10250
Norwick Tom Unaffiliated Individual 10011
Norwick Tom Unaffiliated Individual 10012
Nuttall Rob Unaffiliated Individual 10424
Nuttall Dale Unaffiliated Individual 10428
Olenik Bryan Unaffiliated Individual 10522
Olin John Unaffiliated Individual 10033
O'Mara Kevin Unaffiliated Individual 10107
Orchard Robert Orchard Ranch LTD 10231
orme Diane Unaffiliated Individual 10287
Orr Diane Utah Rock Art Research Association 10135
Oshorne Sharon Unaffiliated Individual 10185
Osgood John Unaffiliated Individual 10147
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
Last Name First Name Commenter Affiliation Document Number
Qzcan John Unaffiliated Individual 10288
Parker William Harwar Unaffiliated Individual 10291
Patla Debra Unaffiliated Individual 10435
Patrick Nic Unaffiliated Individual 10239
Patrick Joyce Unaffiliated Individual 10352
Patten Leslie Unaffiliated Individual 10045
Patterson Cynthia Unaffiliated Individual 10447
Pearson Mark Unaffiliated Individual 10340
Pedersen Ryan Unaffiliated Individual 10312
Peel Deborah Unaffiliated Individual 10455
Peirce Susan Unaffiliated Individual 10307
Pendry Bruce Counci/he witermesssocety 10152
Pensinger LuRilla Unaffiliated Individual 10226
Perry Sean Unaffiliated Individual 10080
Pfrangle Louis Unaffiliated Individual 10546
Phillips Stuart Unaffiliated Individual 10126
Phillips Mandy Unaffiliated Individual 10162
Powick Kolin Unaffiliated Individual 10043
Preator Ryan Cooley's Welding 10076
Pring Jodee Wyoming State Engineer's Office 10259
Quarberg DelLoyd Bighorn Ranch 10486
Radzicki Dottie Unaffiliated Individual 10350
Rageth xir:ii”frem and | afliated Individual 10110
Ralph Elizabeth Unaffiliated Individual 10437
Ratner Jonathan Unaffiliated Individual 10181
Ray Chris Unaffiliated Individual 10348
Raynolds Linda Unaffiliated Individual 10222
Reed Linda Unaffiliated Individual 10213
Reed Kyle J&R Well Service 10514
Reiswig Barry Unaffiliated Individual 10072
Reiter Lee Ann Unaffiliated Individual 10144
Renner Rori Unaffiliated Individual 10346
Rhodes Donna Unaffiliated Individual 10448
Rice Dan Unaffiliated Individual 10220
Rice Dan Washakie County Conservation District 10266
Richards Susan Unaffiliated Individual 10070
Ridgway Richard Elk Creek Ranch 10129
Robertson Bill Unaffiliated Individual 10118
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Robertson Gene and Kris Unaffiliated Individual 10484
Robinson Janet Unaffiliated Individual 10474
Redgers Lyle Unaffiliated Individual 10254
Rosencranse Jennifer City of Cody 10260
S Anne Unaffiliated Individual 10429
Sackett Dale Unaffiliated Individual 10423
Sander Dana Unaffiliated Individual 10128
Sander Dana Unaffiliated Individual 10270
Sanders Judith Unaffiliated Individual 10476
Saylor Marc Fidelity Exploration and Production Company 10069
Schatz Lynda Unaffiliated Individual 10068
Scheffel Phil and Sandy Unaffiliated Individual 10193
Schilling Bil ::Ag\lfjirgl:iiusinessAlliance—Wyoming Heritage 10047
Schmidtmann Ed Unaffiliated Individual 10432
Schwartz Louise Unaffiliated Individual 10155
Scott Warren Bentonite Performance Minerals, LLC 10385
Scott Melvin Unaffiliated Individual 10061
Scott Warren Lovell Mine - Bentonite Performance Minerals, LLC 10165
Scott Mary Unaffiliated Individual 10170
Secord Reed Unaffiliated Individual 10134
Shaffer Raymond Unaffiliated Individual 10221
Shaffer Doug Unaffiliated Individual 10320
Shea Nancy Unaffiliated Individual 10005
Shear Kerry Unaffiliated Individual 10465
Sheehan Sean Unaffiliated Individual 10420
Sheffield Tim Unaffiliated Individual 10508
Sheldon Pam and Jack Unaffiliated Individual 10302
Sherwood Vance R. Unaffiliated Individual 10174
Showalter Dave Unaffiliated Individual 10199
Showalter Jason Northstat Corp. 10549
Simmons Patricia Unaffiliated Individual 10545
Simpson Ann Unaffiliated Individual 10145
Sindelar Mona L. Unaffiliated Individual 10168
Siska Hjelmgren Janice Unaffiliated Individual 10467
Slover David Unaffiliated Individual 10097
Smith Blake Unaffiliated Individual 10131
Smith Dallen Livestock Systems 10207
Smith Jack Unaffiliated Individual 10208
Smith Steven Unaffiliated Individual 10297
Smith Douglas J&R Well Service 10506
Smith Thor Marathon Oil 10528
Soderberg Nathan Unaffiliated Individual 10523
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Solberg Lisa B.LIVI, Wy.cming State Office - Stationed at Pinedale 10359
Field Office
Soldier Wolf Mark Northern Arapahoe Preservation Society (NAPS) 10233
Spomer Skyler Unaffiliated Individual 10505
Spomer Greg Unaffiliated Individual 10552
Staffanson Robert Unaffiliated Individual 10236
Stafford John Unaffiliated Individual 10237
Standridge Rebecca Unaffiliated Individual 10223
Starbuck Jamie Starbuck Ranch 10150
Steilen Aaron Unaffiliated Individual 10251
Steilen Geordie Unaffiliated Individual 10252
Steilen Sherri Unaffiliated Individual 10295
Steinmetz Matthew Unaffiliated Individual 10008
Steve Brock Shoshone Back Country Horsemen 10136
Stewart Mara Unaffiliated Individual 10289
Stockman Qlivia Unaffiliated Individual 10130
Story Unaffiliated Individual 10569
Stroh Helen Unaffiliated Individual 10009
Stroh Gerald Unaffiliated Individual 10010
Stuart Pat Unaffiliated Individual 10418
Stufflebeam Judy Unaffiliated Individual 10454
Stumpf cJ Unaffiliated Individual 10328
Sullivan Roberta Unaffiliated Individual 10115
Sunderland Douglas Unaffiliated Individual 10326
Sylvester Joseph Unaffiliated Individual 10572
Szewczyk Les and Pat Unaffiliated Individual 10108
Tarazon Bill Richards Construction 10527
Taylor Wendy Unaffiliated Individual 10094
Thagard Neil Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership 10198
Thomas Deb Powder River Basin Resource Council 10373
Thomas Carla Unaffiliated Individual 10434
Thompson Brad Cooley's Welding 10085
Thompson Brad Cooleys Welding Inc. 10560
Tokash Joe Unaffiliated Individual 10001
Tollman Vicki Unaffiliated Individual 10253
Tom Paul Marathon Oil 10123
Tonn Matt Progressive Construction, Inc. 10017
Torrey Steve Unaffiliated Individual 10483
Trask Megan Cirque Resources LP 10052
Turiano Thomas Unaffiliated Individual 10305
Turick Pam Unaffiliated Individual 10464
Ullman Dee Unaffiliated Individual 10296
Ulrich Wallace Wyoming State Geological Survey 10362
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Urban Dee Unaffiliated Individual 10319
Urbonas Wayne Unaffiliated Individual 10356
Van Antwerp Clay Unaffiliated Individual 10330
Versloot GJ.C. Unaffiliated Individual 10477
Vezza Matthew Marathon Qil Company 10277
Vezza Matthew Marathon Oil 10333
Wagner John Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 10400
Wahler Randy Natural Resource Planning Committee 10294
Wainscott Michael Unaffiliated Individual 10561
Walker Carol Unaffiliated Individual 10367
Waller Breean Unaffiliated Individual 10034
Waller Jim Bighorn County Mapping and Planning 10258
Walsh Danny Unaffiliated Individual 10050
Walsh Ken Marathon Oil Company 10492
Walter Alison Unaffiliated Individual 10427
Walz Barbara Tri-state generation and transmission association 10361
Wantulok Owen Unaffiliated Individual 10019
Wantulok Owen Unaffiliated Individual 10100
Wantulok Janice Unaffiliated Individual 10103
ward Paul Hot Springs County Farm Bureau 10338
Ward Ginger Unaffiliated Individual 10339
Washburn Natalie Unaffiliated Individual 10321
Watson Elaine Unaffiliated Individual 10458
Wattle Kathleen Unaffiliated Individual 10403
Webb JohnC. Unaffiliated Individual 10255
Webber Steven DOE-Western Area Power Administration 10332
Weeter Bruce and Georgia | Double H Ranch 10176
Welke Margaret Unaffiliated Individual 10090
Welsh Philip Unaffiliated Individual 10133
Wilbert Connie Sierra Club, WY Chapter 10040
Wilbert Connie and Bonnie | Wyoming Chapter Sierra Club 10374
Willett Loni Cooley's Welding 10077
Willett Loni Cooley's Welding 10502
Williams Ted Rocky Mountain Power 10368
Williams Michael Unaffiliated Individual 10408
Williams Kraig Unaffiliated Individual 10521
Wilson Mona Unaffiliated Individual 10201
Wilson Robert M. Unaffiliated Individual 10202
wilson Willard and Unaffiliated Individual 10229
Maycle
Wilson Jim Unaffiliated Individual 10293
Winkler Debra Unaffiliated Individual 10041
Winkler Joe Unaffiliated Individual 10142
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Table A-1. Index of Commenters (Continued)
Commenter Commenter e e Comment
. Commenter Affiliation
Last Name First Name Document Number
Winsor John J&R Well Services 10563
Winters Chris J&R Well Services 10495
Wold Peter Enhanced Qil Recovery Commission 10044
Wolf James Unaffiliated Individual 10547
Wolfe Lawrence Helland and Hart, CLP 10267
Wood MR Unaffiliated Individual 10422
Woodiwiss Kimberly Unaffiliated Individual 10419
Woods Spencer Unaffiliated Individual 10037
Woods SusanJ. Unaffiliated Individual 10096
Woodwell Caroline Unaffiliated Individual 10172
Wozniak Thomas Unaffiliated Individual 10311
Wychgram Daniel Unaffiliated Individual 10334
Yaple Henry M. Unaffiliated Individual 10209
Young Gary Unaffiliated Individual 10119
Zaydee Unaffiliated Individual 10466
Zeller Frank Unaffiliated Individual 10525
Zolnikov Daniel Families for Outdoor Recreation 10412
- - Anonymous 10002
Environmental Quality External Review Team
- - National Park Service Intermountain Region (AZ, CO, 10093
NM, MT, OK, TX, UT, WY)
- - MC Land and Cattle, LLC 10104
- - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 10480
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Individual Comments and Index to Summary Comments and Summary Responses

ATTACHMENT B

Table B-1 includes all individual substantive comments and identifies the BLM summary comment and
response number associated with individual comments. The table is organized by comment document
number. Please refer to Attachment A, Table A-1 within the Comment Analysis Report for the Bighorn
Basin Resource Management Plan Revision Project to locate your name and associated comment

document number.

Table B-1. Individual Comments and BLM Response Index

Comment | Individual
Document | Comment Comment Text
Number Number

Summary

Comment

Response
Number

10004 10004-1 You do not list all of the existing roads, is it your plan to block off any that are
not listed.

2034

10024 10024-5 Comment on Pages 4-60, Figure 4-3: In Figure 4-3, there is no justification for
having more Moderate Constraints in Alternative A than in either Alternative A
or D. Alternative A should be designed to offer encouragement to further
exploration.

2047

10024 10024-6 Recommendation #1: To accommodate and encourage additional exploration
along the Absaroka Front, it is strongly recommended that Alternative C be
chosen by the BLM. Concurrent with and as a part of this recommendation,
there should be a reduction in the 90,000 acres presently classified as Moderate
Constraints under Alternative A, Figure Y-4 by reclassifying them as Standard
Restrictions. The recommended reduction would eliminate many of the
Stipulations presently impeding exploration, and should stimulate oil industry
activity in one of the few prospective structural areas remaining in the Bighorn
Basin. The acres recommended for reclassification to Standard Restrictions are
contained within the following described townships:T44N-R99W through
R101W;T47N-R101W through R104W;T45N-R99W through R101W;T48N-
R102W through R104W;T46N-R100W through R102W;T49N-R102W through
R104W.

2047

10024 10024-7 Comment on Impacts Common to all Alternatives, Page 4-62: To obtain valid
geophysical data under approved exploration leases requires that the ends of
the lines, which would be stopped against the edges of NGE leases, be extended
onto the NGE leases to obtain structural data under all of the approved or
issued leases. When conducting seismic work, the tail-end of lines are routinely
extended beyond the limits of the acreage being mapped to obtain data under
100% of the leases.

2016

10042 10042-1 Several statements in the RMP Executive Summary are very questionable. For
example, on page 5, it states: “Goals are broad statements of desired outcomes
that are usually not quantifiable.” In business, “Best Management Practices”
define goals as providing definable programmatic direction focusing on the
desired end result. That is why they are called goals and not some
unquantifiable vague ideclogy. True, objectives provide more precise
measurement and steps to achieve the goal. Another example is also on page 5.
Allowable uses identify uses that “are allowed, restricted, or excluded on BLM-
administered surface lands and federal mineral estate.” According to a BLM
specialist, this statement means that allowable uses are those uses allowed,
restricted, or not allowed. | was also told that this is the BLM definition of
“allowable uses.” How can an allowable use be not allowed?

2054
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Table B-1. Individual Comments and BLM Response Index (Continued)

Summary

Comment

Response
Number

Comment | Individual
Document | Comment Comment Text
Number Number

10042 10042-2 Include milestone points in the plan to revisit certain land uses to adjust the 2054
process as required for the good of the area and the country. When |
questioned one of the BLM specialists, | was told that the BLM's intent is to
make specific reviews throughout the life of a particular regulation. This should
be clearly communicated to the public together with the associated review
criteria to include what triggers these periodic reviews.

10042 10042-3 Some of the assumptions in the RMP are flawed. For example, with respect to 2054
the McCullough Peak wild horse range, the executive summary states:
“Expansion of the McCullough Peaks HMA under alternatives B and D would
result in beneficial impacts to wild horses by adjusting the HMA boundary to
more accurately correspond to the range the resident herd uses, rather than
continued attempts to recapture and move horses.” Does the BLM really think
that expanding the area will keep the herd from naturally growing and
ultimately overpopulating the new area without further management of the
herd size? If this the wildlife management science applied by the BLM in this
case, it is terribly wrong.

10042 10042-4 There are no real definable buffer limits when inferring “visual resource” 2032
protections. Depending on the topography along some areas along the trails,
the exclusion could be more that 1510 20 miles wide. What purpose is served
by these egregiously applied buffers? Preserve the antiquity value of the trail,
yes, but not necessarily from horizon to horizon. This concept of visual horizons
needs to be re-thought. What purpose will the “preservation of a visual
resource” serve otherthanto close a large portion of the Big Horn Basin from
any activity except to serve a few purists while significantly impacting beneficial
use of the land for the greater good of the public?

10044 10044-1 It has come to our attention that there is little or no consideration of enhanced 2051
oil recovery technologies and the associated development needs in the draft
Bighorn Basin RMP.

10047 10047-1 The BLM, to its credit, lists socioeconomic as an analysis portrait, but the 2046
Wyoming Business Alliance observes this section doesn't address the advent of
new technology and how this has shaped the energy landscape in Wyoming
over the last decade-—i.e., without new technology there would be no Jonah
and Pinedale anti-cline in Sublette County, CBM in Campbell County, natural gas
development in Sweetwater County, and the most recent activity regarding the
Niobrara Qil play. Because these counties have progressed in terms of direct
energy job creation, it should be understood that each of these jobs accounts
for 3.65 jobs total--a fact which is important to consider if new energy
development were to occur in the Bighorn Basin.

10047 10047-2 In the Alternative C there should be an analysis of technology and how energy 2054
development in the future could expand (based on technology) in the Bighorn
Basin and why this would be foreclosed in Alternative D, the agency's Preferred
Alternative.

10051 10051-1 Public participation in this RMP is very important and many of the people 2007
affected will have a lot to learn in order to fully understand, process and
compare the alternatives set forth by BLM and provide appropriate, educated
comments. Adding this 60 day extension would allow comments to be of
greater assistance to BLM when preparing the Final RMP.

10051 10052-1 An additional 90 days would provide better opportunities for a more 2007
comprehensive review of the documents by all interested parties. We believe it
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Table B-1. Individual Comments and BLM Response Index (Continued)

Comment | Individual
Document | Comment Comment Text
Number Number

Summary
Comment
Response

Number

is imperative that all interested parties have the opportunity to participate in
the BHB planning process and we believe this is one of BLM's primary planning
goals. Therefore, we urge that you grant a 90-day extension to facilitate review
and comment by all interested parties.

10053 10053-1 The Commissioners of Bighorn, Hot Springs, Park and Washakie Counties would
like to formally request that the Bureau of Land Management extend the
current public review period for the Draft Bighorn Basin Resource Management
Plan and Draft Environmental Statement from 90 days to 120 days

2007

10054 10054-1 The Commissioners of Hot Springs, Park and Washakie Counties would like to
formally request that the Bureau of Land Management extend the current
public review period for the Draft Bighorn Basin Resource Management Plan
and Draft Environmental Statement from 90 days to 120 days.

2007

10055 10055-1 Marathon Qil Company respectfully requests a 90-day extension of the
comment public period for the Draft Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS due to the broad
public interest in BLM's proposed management of the nearly 6 million acres in
the Bighorn Basin.

2007

10056 10056-1 Phoenix Production respectfully requests a 90-day extension of the comment
public period for the Draft Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS.

2007

10057 10057-1 The Bighorn Basin Resource Alliance respectfully requests a 90-day extension of
the comment public period for the Draft Bighern Basin RMP/EIS.

2007

10059 10059-1 I would like to request a 60 day extension of the public comment period for the
Draft 8ighorn Basin RMP/EIS. Due to both the size and complexity of the
document, it will be difficult for the general public and other interested stake
holders, to digest the document and provide substantive comments before the
current90 day comment period expires on July 20, 2011.

2007

10060 10060-2 Finally, | feel that BLM should institute stricter standards to protect the
Yellowstone grizzly bear. In order to keep bears away from unnatural food
sources the BLM should implement a food storage order for all BLM lands
within occupied grizzly bear habitat. In addition, the BLM should not allow black
bear baiting in occupied grizzly habitat. This practice leads to increases in grizzly
conflicts by attracting grizzly bears to areas where they are more likely to come
into conflict with humans. Protecting grizzly habitat is yet another reason to
designate the Absaroka Front Management Area as off-limits to oil and gas
leasing. BLM lands along the Absaroka-Beartooth Front provide increasingly
important habitat for bears, particularly in the spring and fall. Development of
roads and other infrastructure in this area will undoubtedly impact bears' ability
to thrive on this landscape. Therefore, | want to emphasize that the BLM should
designate the Absaroka Front Management Area as off-limits to future oil and
gas leasing, and institute a no-net-gain policy for roads and other forms of
development within occupied grizzly habitat along the Absaroka-Beartooth
Front (Record #4117).

2039

10060 10060-3 To keep bears away from unnatural food sources, the BLM should implement a
food storage order for all BLM lands within occupied grizzly bear habitat. The
BLM is proposing that they would require bear-proof food storage for
permittees and within developed recreational sites, but this does not go far
enough. The vast majority of grizzly-occupied BLM lands fall outside of
developed recreational sites and most of the people using these lands are not
commercial outfitters or livestock producers. Therefore, it would be most
effective if BLM were to require that everybody work to keep bears wild and

2042
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Table B-1. Individual Comments and BLM Response Index (Continued)

el Summa
Comment | Individual ik
Comment
Document | Comment Comment Text
Response
Number Number
Number
safe through the simple act of food storage.
10067 10067-1 Grizzlies are a keystone species and their presence is key to the survival of these 2042
wild lands. The issue of black bear baiting is one | was not aware of and | would
welcome a statement of the reasoning for this
10091 10091-1 May | also peint out that according to my own personal research, you may have 2010

missed a trail? A significant Native American corridor went from Ten Sleep Pass,
through what is now Medicine Lodge State Park and then along the western
base of the Big Horns until it went back up the mountains to the Medicine
Wheel. Much of this is on what are now BLM public lands.

10091 10091-2 Wyoming is one area of the country that has not experienced the full effect of 2046
the recession. Qil and gas jobs will mostly come from outside the region and
they were not considered under socioeconomic impacts.

10118 10118-1 The Greater Sage Grouse core areas 2008 designation inthe Bear Creek area 2069
and in the area north of Hyattville better reflects actual distributions and
areas of concern than does the 2010 version.

10118 10118-2 Big game winter range does not include Core areas not designated as such inan 2022
area west of the Alkali Road and South of the Red Gulch Road. This area is
crucial for wintering elk and mule deer.

10121 10121-1 I would like to see the public discussion of the RMP be extended by at least 3 2007
months so people that live in the Bighorn Basin have time to adequately discuss
and comment on the new RMP plan.

10124 10124-1 Wildlife is described based only on perceptions, without qualitative and 2025
quantitative data. This is supposed to be a document based on science and
facts, not opinion. EXAMPLE: Mule Deer discussion provides no support for the
statement (pg. 3-97): (b) because of seasonal dependence on woody plant
communities, mule deer are generally declining in numbers due to a decline in
habitat quality and quantity. How can you make a statement like this without
providing evidence to back it up? No acres, no changes over time are
substantiated. Nothing.

10124 10124-2 ECONOMIC WORKSHOPS - these were not conducted throughout this NEPA 2046
process-not real economic workshops. This was pointed out to the agency on
more than one occasion, but ignored. This is legally challengeable and no doubt
will be.

10124 10124-3 + LIVESTOCK AUMS: Unsubstantiated reductions in animal unit months (AUMSs) 2011
are called for. There are, however, no numbers, data, or quantitative
information to justify such reductions. The document refers to surface
disturbances, vet ties nothing to livestock grazing as causing or warranting the
restrictions of surface disturbances. There are no direct impacts disclosed under
any of the alternatives for management actions that change AUM allocations.
10124 10124-4 TABLE 2 - 5 (RMP/EIS p. 2-160-162) state that management must be consistent 2011
with “other resource objectives” but the document does not disclose which
resource objectives are being referred to—-nor how livestock grazing might be
negatively affecting “other resource objective.” Just to say it does not make it
so!

10128 10128-1 I would like to propose the inclusion of three OHV Riding Parks into the BLM 2034
RMP process as described in the attached document. Please let me know how |
need to proceed and | will follow up with a list of petitions and names for this
project.
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10128

10128-2

Proposal for a BLM OHV Riding Park located in North Oregon Basin area T52N -
R100W and R101W which utilizes the current trails and roads as shown in the
Maps proceeding.

2034

10133

10133-1

Recommendations should be made to congress to extend the "Wild and Scenic"
designation from the Shoshone National Forest downstream at least to
Wyoming Rt. 120. This area is, by my own observation, heavily used habitat for
Golden Eagles, Ospreys, and Elk. Numerous Elk cows and calves are frequently
seen in the thickets along the river where feed and cover are abundant. Both
Mule and White Tailed deer also use the area. | strongly recommend that "No
Surface Occupancy" management be employed on the BLM lands abutting the
river.

2018

10133

10133-2

| live on that section of land that straddles County Rd. 8VC, also known as
Canyon Rd., and Road 8UD running north from it in Clark. My property abuts a

BLM plot on the west side. Here too, | would like to see "No Surface Occupancy”

management employed for the following reasons. 1) This plot provides the only
public BLM access to Little Rocky Creek in the Clark area. 2) The aquifer that lies
beneath Little Rocky is severely defined and provides all the drinking water for
the Clark community.

2034

10133

10133-2

| live on that section of land that straddles County Rd. 8VC, alsc known as
Canyon Rd., and Road 8UD running north from it in Clark. My property abuts a

BLM plot on the west side. Here too, | would like to see "No Surface Occupancy”

management employed for the following reasons. 1) This plot provides the only
public BLM access to Little Rocky Creek in the Clark area. 2) The aquifer that lies
beneath Little Rocky is severely defined and provides all the drinking water for
the Clark community.

2031

10135

10135-5

Rock art is damaged by animals rubbing the rock surface. Livestock trails leave a
permanent coat of dust on panels. Grazing permits should provide significant
buffer zones between sites and livestock.

2004

10139

10138-1

In light of the requests by Cooperating Agencies and the public for an extension
of time to submit their comments and in order to provide my office sufficient
time to thoroughly review the Draft Bighorn Basin BLM RMP and EIS, | advise
that the State supports and requests a 45 day extension of the comment period
through August 26, 2011.

2007

10140

10140-1

This letter is in reference to the BLM's draft Resource Management Plan: Itis
my opinion and request that the 120 extension be granted.

2007

10152

10152-11

In addition, the Clarks Fork River receives Wild and Scenic River protections as it
traverses the Shoshone National Forest. Recreationalists enjoy and treasure the
BLM portion of this river as well. We feel that managing to protect its Wild and
Scenic qualities is justified not only when BLM lands are considered in isolation,
but even more so when the river is considered as a whole, such that
management would not change across jurisdictional boundaries.

2018

10152

10152-12

Perhaps the most significant addition relative to the special management areas
that is found in chapter 2 of the Draft EIS is that unlike in Maps 60 and 62,
names are provided for the special recreation management areas, recreation
management zones, and extensive recreation management areas. See Draft EIS
at 2-13 to -125 (presenting the names of the special recreation management
areas). We think this is a valuable addition and these names should also be
provided on the maps. The names of these areas provide a great deal of
information and "color" regarding these areas that is lacking without the names

2057
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being provided on the maps. The Badlands Special Recreation Management
Area, Absaroka Foothills Area, Tour de Badlands Area, Wild Badlands area,
Tatman Mountain Area-these are poignant reminders of why these areas are
important and valuable and we ask the BLM to keep these names in mind as it
makes its management decisions, and to apply these names on the maps when
the Final EIS is released.

10152 10152-13 However, we admit to some confusion regarding the West Slope Special 2057
Recreation Management Area. In Table 4-15 in the Draft EIS it is indicated that
under alternative D this area would be 318,385 acres, whereas under
alternative B it would be only 126,914 acres. Draft EIS at 4-337. Yet when we
look at Maps 60 and 62 it is not apparent that there is such a large differential in
the acreage of the West Slope Special Recreation Management Area. In fact, the
special recreation management area under alternative B would appear to be
larger because under alternative D a fairly large portion of this area-in the
southern Bighorns-would be designated an extensive recreation management
area.

10152 10152-14 Research has shown that a variety of wildlife taxa are adversely affected by 2032
artificial night lighting. And night lighting is very disturbing to recreationists and
other public lands users. BLM should strive to minimize the impacts of light
pollution

10152 10152-16 The WGFD has developed an important document relative to mitigation of 2025
impacts to wildlife in the face of oil and gas development. This document is
entitled "Recommendations for Development of Qil and Gas Resources Within
Important Wildlife Habitats." It is available at

http:// gf.state wv.us/downloads/pdflog.pdf. The Wyoming Game and Fish
Department also has developed a similar document with regard to wind energy
development: "Wildlife Protection Recommendations for Wind Energy
Development in Wyoming." It is available at
http://gf.state.wy.us/downloads/pdf/
Final%20WGFC%20Approved%20Wind%20Recommendations%2011-17-1
Q.pdf. The BLM should recognize these important guidance documents in the
RMP and adopt their provisions as a component of the RMP.

10152 10152-18 We are concerned by alternative D's counterpart provision that would only 2036
apply a CSU stipulation or prohibit or restrict surface-disturbing activities or
surface occupancy within 0.25 miles of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse
leks outside KHAs. Research has shown that this 0.25 mile buffer, widely used

by the BLM in coalbed natural gas (CBNG) development areas, has been
inadequate in preventing local sage-grouse populations from declining in energy
fields. 19 In the Powder River Basin, 98 percent CBNG development within two
miles of leks was projected to reduce the average probability of lek persistence
from 87 percent to 5percent.20

10152 10152-19 We prefer the TLS in alternative B, which would "avoid surface-disturbing and 2068
disruptive activities in greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing
habitat within 3 miles of occupied greater sage-grouse leks ... or in identified
nesting and early brood-rearing outside the 3-mile lek buffer. .. from February |
toJuly 31." Alternative D instead applies a TLS in suitable sage-grouse habitat
within KHAs from March | to June 30. We are concerned that the earlier June 30
end date for the TLS in alternative D will fail to protect female grouse that have
re-nested after losing their first nest to predators, inclement weather, or other
causes. Female grouse that make second or third nest attempts may hatch their
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eggs as late as early-to-mid-July. Therefore, we believe that a compromise
between alternative B and D's TLS dates, such as March | - July 15, might be
most appropriate to maximize grouse productivity while allowing the maximum
possible time for development activities.

10152

10152-2

The 15-Mile Basin remains largely un-leased for oil and gas development. This
presents BLM with an important opportunity to protect a landscape where real
protection can still be had. Making this area unavailable for leasing could help
link together the three WSAs and provide a large, un-fragmented area for
citizens to hunt, explore, and find solitude free of industrial intrusion. This
would help protect the wilderness values that dominate in this area, and
protect the solitude people seek in this area, as well as its wildlife. Therefore
this area should be made unavailable for oil and gas leasing. And because there
is an increasing problem with unauthorized roads in this area, this area should
be designated as an area where vehicular travel is only authorized on
designated routes.

2019

10152

10152-20

Alternative D provides only a half-mile buffer for active golden eagle nests, for
example. The USFWS recently published its "Draft Eagle Conservation Plan
Guidance" because of its concern over the adverse impact of wind energy
development on golden eagles in particular. Given that golden eagle nesting
territories can extend over five miles from their nests2 and given the
vulnerability of golden eagles to collisions with wind turbines and their
sensitivity to anthropogenic disturbances, we believe that a half mile TLS for
nesting golden eagles is inadequate.

2071

10152

10152-21

If wind energy development is permitted along the Absaroka-Beartooth Front,
BLM should be in a position to strongly regulate it. As currently shown in the
Draft EIS, BLM only plans to use the mitigation measures provided in the Record
of Decision for Implementation of a Wind Energy Development Program and
Associated Land Use Plan Amendments (BLM 2005c¢) and BLM Instruction
Memorandum 2009-43. Draft EIS at 2-110. We ask the BLM to incorporate, at a
minimum, wind energy development guidance from the USFWS and the WGFD
whenever it permits wind development, particularly along the Absoraka-
Beartooth Front, and to make provision for the application of these guidelines
in the RMP30

2065

10152

10152-22

However, under both alternatives B and D there would be a communications
site designated in T53N R90W, in the Bighorn Front area. Maps 52 and 54. We
ask the BLM to reconsider designating this communications site. For one, under
either alternative B or alternative D, this communications site would be located
in a rights of- way avoidance and mitigation area, so BLM should start to avoid
right now the placement of rights-of-way in this area by not designating this
area for a potential communication site. Moreover, under alternative B this
communication site would be located immediately adjacent to a rights-of-way
exclusion area, so designating this site is an inherent conflict with this
management direction. Cell phone towers, which is probably what
"communications sites" refers to, are anathema to the important
environmental values in the Priority Conservation Areas. Among other things,
communication towers kill millions of birds each year. Where BLM does permit
communication towers, it should require best management practices such as
appropriate lighting that doesn't attract birds (e.g., no solid red lights) and bird
diverters that highlight guy wires to reduce bird collision fatalities. 33

2020

10152

10152-23

Under alternatives A, C, and D 5,171 acres would be closed to livestock grazing.

2011
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Draft EIS at 2-19. This represents less than 0.2 percent of the 3,189,743 BLM
surface acres in the Bighorn Basin. Then, under alternative B, 1,988,927 acres
would be closed to livestock grazing, or 62 percent of the BLM lands in the
Bighorn Basin. Id This is a radically disproportionate approach to livestock
grazing management. The area of closure under alternative B is 385 times the
area of closure under any of the other alternatives. And there is nothing in
between. This does not represent a reasonable range of alternatives. All we are
given to consider is closing almost nothing to grazing or closing well over half of
the planning area. That is not a balanced range of alternatives, and therefore
defeats informed public and agency involvement and comment on this process,
bedrock principles of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) law and process.
Because of this imbalance, we ask the BLM to develop one or more proposals
for grazing management that would close an intermediate portion of the
planning area to grazing relative to the options that are currently presented.

10152 10152-24 Furthermore, in the MLP Evaluation report, the state office said, "[t]o preserve 2014
decision space, oil and gas leasing will be deferred in key areas identified [in an
accompanying figure] until at a minimum the release of the draft EIS and
proposed plan." MLP Evaluation at un-numbered page 30. It is not apparent
that this decision has factored into the MLP analysis presented in the Draft EIS
and Draft RMP. Will deferral of leasing continue past the release of this Draft
EIS? We do not know the answer to that question from what is presented in the
draft EIS. The BLM should clarify the timeline over which leasing deferral will
continue, and as has been said a number of times at a minimum the lease
deferral decision should continue beyond just the release of this draft EIS, and
in fact be made permanent in the Priority Conservation Areas.

10152 10152-25 However, on June 23, 2011 the BLM, EPA, and the Forest Service entered into a 2009_1
memorandum of understanding regarding air quality analyses. This
memorandum raises the possibility that a more in-depth analysis of air quality
issues needs to be prepared for the Bighorn Basin RMP. We ask the BLM to
carefully consider this possibility. In particular, it is crucial that visibility in
nearby Class | areas-the Teton, Washakie, and North Absaroka Wilderness
Areas-be adequately evaluated and protected.

10152 10152-5 As shown in Draft EIS Map 7, the level of existing leasing in the Absaroka- 2077
Beartooth Front, 15-Mile Basin, and Bighorn Front is generally quite low. That is,
by not leasing in these areas in the future, as we request, there would be little
impact on oil and gas development in the basin. It is reasonable and practical to
not engage in future leasing in these three iconic areas.

10152 10152-6 As we noted above, if our leasing availability approach-which is largely reflected 2013
in the provisions of alternative B-were adopted in the RMP only 46.3 percent of
the mineral estate in the planning area would be closed to leasing and the
remainder would be available for leasing. The fraction of the planning area in
the Priority Conservation Areas is even smaller. We note that in the Pinedale
RMP the BLM designated 49 percent of the BLM surface estate as unavailable
for future leasing. So there is precedent for closing areas to leasing of this
magnitude. The Cody and Worland Field Offices would be following in the steps
of the Pinedale Field Office if 46.3 percent of these Field Offices was made
unavailable for future leasing in the RMP, and they should do so.

10152 10152-7 While there are 137 named fields in the Bighorn Basin, there are only eight 2050
major producing oil fields (by volume) and six major producing gas fields. Draft
EIS at 3-51. Consequently, we believe the BLM should carefully consider the
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designated oil and gas management areas that would be established under
alternatives C and D and determine whether the number of recognized fields
can be scaled back with little or no impact on oil and gas production. The
purpose of recognizing these fields is to promote oil and gas production, so if
there is little reason to expect much production from many of these fields, they
should not be recognized as oil and gas management areas.

10152

10152-8

Consequently, under the provisions of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) BLM must give "priority" to the "designation" of these ACECs, a
requirement which alternative B clearly meets and which the other alternatives
do not.

2068

10152

10152-9

In several maps the Absaroka Front Management Area is recognized. See, e.g.,
Maps 30 and 68. We strongly support creation and recognition of this
management area because it corresponds closely with the Absaroka-Beartooth
Front management area specified in our maps in the enclosed CD. As shown in
Record # 4080 in the Draft EIS, this area would be recognized under alternatives
B, C, and D. Draft EIS at 2-77. After considering the management prescriptions
that are presented, we would support protection of the acreages presented for
alternative D (130,895 acres of BLM surface estate and 253,159 acres of mineral
estate); however, we believe that the management prescriptions presented for
alternative B should be applied.

2055

10165

10165-1

Inthe plan it states: The six mines in the Bighorn Basin employ 132 persons, and
another 360 persons are employed at the milling processing facilities at six
different mills {one in the Worland area, two near Greybull, and three near
Lovell, Wyoming). The stated number of employed people in the bighorn basin
from the bentonite industry is a lot more than the number in the plan. My mine
alone has four full-time contractors (stripping overburden, hauling bentonite,
drilling/blasting and conducting environmental activities) totaling over 60
employees. The number stated in the plan is the number of employees who
work “in-house” for the bentonite companies, i.e. not contractors. Please state
there is substantially more people employed as contractors from the bentonite
industry in the Bighorn basin. My guess is the number of workers in the
bentonite industry is 10X more than what the RMP states.

2049

10165

10165-2

Page 3-42 in Management Challenges Approximately 30,000 acres of land has
been disturbed in the Bighorn Basin due to bentonite mining, along with
approximately 4,000 acres of road and haul-road disturbance (BLM 2008c). The
approximate of 4000 acres of road disturbance from bentonite activities cannot
be accurate. Assuming 30 linear feet of width per road, this equates to 1100
miles of roads from bentonite activity. Unless the other bentonite mines have
substantially more roads than my mine, the 4000 acres of road disturbance
stated in the RMP should be reviewed for accuracy.

2015

10165

10165-3

Map 54 Land Resources Rights-of-Way and Corridors Alternative D Why is the
area east of the Big Horn River and SE of Lovell mostly classified as Right-of-Way
Avoidance/Mitigation Area? This area is a major active bentonite mining region
in the Bighorn basin. Won’t this designation hurt the bentonite industry when
we need to obtain a ROW to access new mining areas in the future?

2077

10165

10165-4

Page 3-169 in Lands with Wilderness Characteristics The BLM performed an
inventory of lands in the Planning Area to determine if any BLM-administered
lands had wilderness characteristics. Wilderness characteristics are resource
values that include naturalness, outstanding opportunities for solitude, and
outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation. Areas

2028
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evaluated for wilderness characteristics generally occur in undeveloped
locations of sufficient size (usually at least 5,000 acres) to be practical to
manage for these characteristics. Smaller areas are considered if they are
contiguous with designated Wilderness or WSAs or are of a manageable size.
Map 63 Land Resource. In the Township T55N R93W there is a Wilderness
designated area to the east of our patented mining claims which is actively
being mined day and night. Based on the Wilderness characteristics listed above
in the RMP, this area should not be classified as a WSA because the area is
certainly not in solitude with the dozers, scrapers and blasting operating daily
nor is it an unconfined recreation area either for the same reason.

10165 10165-4 Page 3-169 in Lands with Wilderness Characteristics The BLM performed an 2027
inventory of lands in the Planning Area to determine if any BLM-administered
lands had wilderness characteristics. Wilderness characteristics are resource
values that include naturalness, outstanding opportunities for solitude, and
outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation. Areas
evaluated for wilderness characteristics generally occur in undeveloped
locations of sufficient size (usually at least 5,000 acres) to be practical to
manage for these characteristics. Smaller areas are considered if they are
contiguous with designated Wilderness or WSAs or are of a manageable size.
Map 63 Land Resource. In the Township T55N R93W there is a Wilderness
designated area to the east of our patented mining claims which is actively
being mined day and night. Based on the Wilderness characteristics listed above
in the RMP, this area should not be classified as a WSA because the area is
certainly not in solitude with the dozers, scrapers and blasting operating daily
nor is it an unconfined recreation area either for the same reason.

10168 10168-1 The BLM has failed to address the "Big Picture" of the Big Horn Basin. When the 2047
5.6 million acres of the RMP study area (3.1 million BLM surface acres and 4.2
million mineral acres) is referenced, it is not stated that the RMP study area is
already surrounded by 9>13 million acres of U.S. Forest Service, Wilderness
Areas and National Parks. It is somewhat deceiving to the reader of the
document that the surrounding areas already exist and are protected from
numerous effects that are being addressed in the Big Horn Basin RMP. The
question of why more acreage needs to be restricted or closed needs to be
addressed as well and the economic impact to the basin if lands are removed
from leasing.

10177 10177-1 the current controlled surface use stipulations are protective of resource values 2047
while allowing a prudent method to conduct future exploration to meet the
domestic energy demands. We cannot predict exactly where the new
accumulations of Oil and Gas will be, but we know we need public lands access
to test our exploration concepts with seismic and drilling operations.

10178 10178-3 the agricultural community has become greatly dependent on the surface 2031
discharge from oil and gas development. It has become a vital water source for
many ranchers and provides perennial fresh-water sources. Additionally, the
water creates hundreds of miles of riparian zones and thousands of acres of
wetlands. The draft never mentions this.

10178 10178-5 the increased buffer zones around special designation areas are not based on 2071
science. New research shows that when grouse are in danger, the grouse move
closer to oil and gas development and any human activity to get away from
their predators. Due to this fact, buffer zones are inadequate.

10178 10178-6 The BLM needs to look at more locally available data in regards to our economic 2046
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viability (for instance the research done by Bighorn Basin Resource Alliance).
This data clearly shows how important ¢il and gas is to our communities and in
2,000 pages the BLM doesn’t clearly represent how important it is. For instance,
all four of the counties in the Bighorn Basin received 54 percent of their
property taxes directly from oil and gas development. By including this
information, it will inform citizens of the current economics.

10178 10178-7 The BLM fails to include reasonably foreseeable development in the next 20 2061
years. Horizontal and directional drilling is happening in neighboring
communities. | heard a presentation by the Bighorn Basin Resource Alliance
{quoting the USGS statistics), showing that an additional 3 trillion barrels of oil
equivalent are yet to be produced in the Basin through enhanced oil recovery
techniques that are happening near Riverton and Casper (Sand Draw). Why
weren’t these considered in the BLM’s RFD? This section is extremely
incomplete and needs to be recompleted before the record of decision is
issued.

10181 10181-1 Include in all RMP alternatives measurable (i.e. quantifiable) standards for 2011
livestock grazing including maximum upland and riparian utilization of 30% on

any herbaceous graminoids; maximum bank or wetland trampling annually not
to exceed 10% of hydric and mesic soils areas; maximum use of woody browse
by all sources not to exceed 15% of new leader growth annually. Such obvious

requirements, based on current range science, have not been included

10181 10181-10 We provide in C_Grazing Capacity Info Proposed Outline, a scientifically and 2011
legally defensible methodology for determining capability and suitability of BLM
lands for livestock grazing. We request the BLM incorporate this process into
the RMP as well as the EIS alternatives.

10181 10181-11 Frequently, the DEIS uses such terminology as "maintain or improve" but this is 2054
often inappropriate in most of the contexts it is used. For instance, an objective
for riparian areas may say maintain or improve riparian condition but this is
inappropriate as areas below objective must be improved not merely
maintained. Similarly, for special status species by definition maintaining habitat
is insufficient because by their very definition special status species are
declining.

10181 10181-12 2-12: The document states that the BLM will "include the use of best 2054
management practices to preserve the air, soil, cave and karst, and water
resources” but the BLM fails to provide exactly what these BMP’s actually are,
when they will be required, how their effectiveness will be monitored and even
more importantly research regarding their effectiveness.

10181 10181-13 2-20: We see that all alternatives contain nearly identical acres of WSAs despite 2019
the submission of citizens proposed WSAs which appear to have been ignored.
10181 10181-14 2-42: As an example of the deficiencies in the proposed RMP one merely hasto 2054

look at the 2nd "management action" where the lack of a timeframe for this to
be required by renders it worthless. 1003 is similar in that it fails to provide any
timeframe for implementation and takes up space with such worthless actions
as "and work cooperatively to encourage industry and other permittees to
adopt measures to reduce emissions”.

10181 10181-15 2-44: “use BMPs to reduce runoff, seil erosion and sediment yield and to retain 2054
water on the landscape”. Again, this is worthless from an implementation
perspective. What these BMPs are, when and how they will be required, or
even how effective they are is not provided for within the RMP direction. In
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other words, these various "actions" in the proposed RMP completely lack the
level of detail necessary for implementation and enforcement.

10181 10181-16 2-47:1026 provides an extremely general "protect watershed resources 2054
through the application of watershed conservation practices and BMPs". This is
again completely worthless from an implementation standpoint because it fails
to provide any specificity as to what these practices are, when they will be
required, how their effectiveness will be monitored or other such critical details.

10181 10181-17 2-48: Not only do springs need to be fenced but the responsibility for fence 2025
maintenance must be placed on the permittees since there would be no reason
to fence Springs and reservoirs if it were not for their permitted livestock. The
proposed RMP contains no requirements to meet fisheries habitat needs. The
habitat needs for trout and other aquatic species are well researched and need
to be required by the RMP.

10181 10181-18 2-58: There needs to be clear requirements for re-analyzing the appropriateness 2013
of leasing expired or expiring leases.
10181 10181-19 2-59: Goal FM2 states "restore natural fire regimes and frequencies to the 2008

landscape and utilize fire in vegetation treatments to accomplish DPC
objectives". The document provides no analysis or research on what "natural
fire regimes" are for the different land areas within the assessment area. This is,
of course, a critical issue because without understanding the current science
regarding what natural fire regimes are the BLM has no way to manage to
achieve those. In addition, DPC cbjectives are not laid out in any fashion that
would allow for their implementation. Additionally, this section is entirely
lacking direction regarding cheatgrass and other invasives. For instance areas
with the potential for cheatgrass should have no prescribed fire allowed.

10181 10181-2 In addition to analyzing current management, suitable alternatives to analyze 2055
would include eliminating livestock grazing from all sensitive areas such as
Wilderness, ACEC, cultural resources, and important wildlife habitat; reducing
grazing from the 99.9% of the resource area to 40% of the resource area; and a
no grazing alternative along with reduced utilization rates for uplands and
riparian areas.

10181 10181-20 4030 does not require any monitoring and given the history of an almost 2054
complete lack of data collection over last 25 years by the BLM such a
requirement is critical. This item requires a "substantial shift in both the timing
and level of production" in order to trigger the undefined "actions". What is
substantial? So what is this shift in "timing" that has to be there in additionto a
substantial change in productivity? The combination of these 2 leads to the
result that even the vague direction in this section will never be triggered.

10181 10181-21 2-68: This section only requires the management of repairing areas to meet PFC 2033
despite the fact that PFC is only the minimal physical functioning required to
withstand twenty-year flood events and is well below the habitat needs for fish
and wildlife. Therefore such an objective is inappropriate. This section does not
define what "priority riparian wetland areas" are nor what the "desired future
conditions" for these are. Without this being done in the RMP itself, the result
will be a meaningless objective.

10181 10181-22 2-72: Again, this section conflates "conserve, recover and maintain”. The 2042
requirements for species recovery such as ESA or BLM listed sensitive species
needs to apply all such species habitats. "Maintaining" is not appropriate for the
management of these species because by definition they are in decline.
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10181 10181-22 4076 needs to include public access into the upper Owl Creek drainage as a 2011

condition for reassurance of grazing permits. This section provides no
requirements to restrict livestock utilization rates within winter range or crucial
winter range which is a critical consideration.

10181 10181-24 2-80: Again, the RMP wrongly states that it is appropriate to merely "maintain” 2042
habitat for special status species. This is completely inappropriate and does not
comply with the sensitive species manual.

10181 10181-25 4099 seeks to "maintain” instead of improve conditions in undefined "crucial 2042
seasonal greater sage grouse habitats". Without defining these habitats the
direction is not implementable.

10181 10181-27 6281 fails to include the Interested Public as required in the regulations. This 2054
section lacks a wide range of obvious requirements such as utilization rates,
seasons of use issues, riparian impacts such as alteration, etc.

10181 10181-29 2-221: the BLM somehow concludes that no violations of water quality 2031
standards would occur under any of the alternatives. This is unsupported by the
research or experience. We have collected water quality data throughout BLM
lands in Wyoming for over half a decade and we have never collected a single
sample that met state water quality standards in any allotment where livestock
were present. Exceedance of the E. coli standard generally ranges from 10te 30
times the state standard.

10181 10181-30 3-29: The document discusses the sensitive nature of the soil throughout most 2045
of the planning area but fails to discuss any of the research regarding the
impacts of livestock grazing on sensitive soils. We provide a number of papers
as attachments including the famous paired watershed study done by the BLM
in the 1970s on similar soils to those found within the planning area. Despite
the fact that most of the planning area contains the sensitive soils there are
insufficient requirements and limitations in the proposed RMP to address these
issues.

10181 10181-31 3-33: this section lists various impaired water bodies due to degraded 2031
watershed conditions yet the RMP fails to provide any requirements or
limitations to deal with this issue.

10181 10181-32 3-80: Despite the admission of the failure of current invasive species 2033
management the proposed RMP provides no further significant management
requirements or limitations to deal with this issue.

10181 10181-33 3-81: This section discusses the impact of soil loss but fails to provide any 2045
information regarding how many acres within the planning area have already
crossed this threshold as well as those areas mirroring the threshold, which of
course would be clear management priorities.

10181 10181-34 3-87: Again, this section clearly indicates current efforts regarding invasive 2033
species is woefully inadequate yet the proposed RMP continues virtually the
same actions as are in place now. Clearly, the effectiveness of current actions
must be reviewed and further actions taken. The document mentions that
approximately 10% of the basin has been inventoried for cheatgrass infestations
and have documented 57,000 acres.

10181 10181-35 3-9&: The outcome of the Working Group has no bearing upon the legal 2022
responsibilities of the BLM regarding wildlife management. The document
needs to map big horn sheep habitat throughout the planning area and overlay
domestic sheep allotments or trailing that occur within 10 miles of these
habitats and then implement specific requirements and limitations regarding
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domestic sheep permitting to allow for recovery of big horn sheep. Again, this
section provides details regarding "management challenges” but the RMP
provides no limitations or requirements to address these issues.

10181 10181-36 3-102: the BLM admits declining habitat conditions for reptiles and amphibians 2025
and that their populations are “generally on a downward trend" but again the
proposed RMP fails to implement requirements or limitations to address these
issues.

10181 10181-37 3-107: This section likewise discusses various "management challenges" to 2042
various sensitive species but the proposed RMP fails to implement specific
requirements or limitations to deal with these issues. In the sage grouse section
we see a concern for "fragmentation and degradation" but again the RMP fails
to implement specific requirements or limitations to deal with this issue. The
nongame amphibians section has a similar list of "management challenges" but
fails to deal with them.

10181 10181-38 3-178: the BLM is required to conduct rangeland health assessments on all 2054
allotments over a 10 year schedule. In the 15 years since the implementation of
Rangeland Reform, these 2 field offices have only conducted standards
assessments on 40% of the allotments, instead of 150%. The RMP needs to
provide specific direction for the completion of standards assessments on the
remaining 60% of allotments as well as a schedule and resource allocation to
complete 100% in 10 years.

10181 10181-39 4-32: The BLM states that "special designations, such as ACECs , would restrict 2054
surface disturbing activities and resource uses that may adversely impact water
quality and quantity", but as we've discussed previously proposed RMP allows
livestock grazing regardless of its impacts to the resources for which the ACEC
was designated. So the above statement is misleading at best. Carefully review
the proposed RMP and see how such "resource uses that may adversely impact
water quality" are restricted within ACECs.

10181 10181-4 The EIS should disclose the type, location, and number of the various “range 2005
improvements” (fencing, water developments, water pipelines, access roads,
and so forth) that currently exist on the public lands that will be managed under
the direction of the RMP revision. What cumulative impacts have these
“improvements” had on vegetation, wildlife habitat, water quality, riparian
areas, soils, and habitat fragmentation? What changes/impacts to upland
vegetation, water quality, habitat values, and other resources near these
developments have occurred as a result of these “improvements?” Have these
management activities been successful at accomplishing the goals for which
they were implemented? These questions must be answered.

10181 10181-40 4-108: The BLM correctly states that livestock "contribute to the introduction 2054
and spread of invasive species” but again the RMP fails to implement
requirements and limitations to deal with this issue.

10181 10181-41 4-228: the proposed RMP fails to implement the "long-term management to 2042
promote desirable plant communities" or the "annual management of the
standing crop to provide cover for the greater sage grouse". Despite the fact
that the cover requirements for sage grouse are well researched the proposed
RMP fails to implement any requirements or limitations that would provide the
"standing crop to provide cover for the greater sage grouse". Likewise the
document says "monitoring is important to ensure grazing intensity and
duration does not remove required herbaceous cover and litter important for
maintaining greater sage grouse habitats. Not only does the proposed RMP not
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require any monitoring it does not require any herbaceous cover.

10181

10181-42

the BLM falsely states that "more beneficial impacts to greater sage grouse"
would occur by allowing livestock grazing. This ignores the vast body of sage
grouse research including the BLM's own literature reviews regarding the
impacts of livestock grazing on sage grouse which we provide as attachments.

2042

10181

10181-5

Additionally, the EIS should document how domestic grazing activities on
allotments has affected habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive
species in the project area. How has vegetation changed as a result of a century
of livestock grazing?

2011

10181

10181-6

BLM should address how it will handle the buy-out of grazing permits by
conservation and other organizations, and should identify how it will retire such
permits through the planning process. BLM should work with permittees to
identify those who are interested in retiring their permits or being relocated to
prevent resource damage or other impacts such as disease transmission from
domestic sheep to bighorn sheep.

2011

10181

10181-7

Those areas that are to continue being grazed by livestock must be stocked and
managed in accordance with the condition of the land and its vegetation. This
needs to be done not just in an alternative the BLM well knows it will never
choose. In areas to be grazed by livestock, the amount of forage produced must
be determined and allocations of forage to watershed protection (50%), wildlife
{25%) and livestock (25%) be made as recommended by Holechek et al (1998)1.
Field data collection will be necessary to accomplish this.

2076

10181

10181-8

The BLM cannot just assume that an AUM is 800 |bs of forage consumption per
month. The RMP/EIS must analyze the current and potentially available forage
to satisfy the forage consumption by the number of livestock it currently
permits or proposes to permit. It cannot assume that the forage capacity
determined 20-40 years ago is applicable today

2074

10181

10181-9

The current RMP authorizes a certain number of AUMs. However, that is based
onan AUM equivalent to 800 |bs of forage per month. The most current
information, reviewed above shows that number to be 1368 |bs/month per
AUM. Therefore, if sufficient forage were available to satisfy all needs, the
numbers of livestock grazed should be reduced to account for the increases in
weight and correct the erroneous assumption that 800 Ibs/month is an accurate
consumption figure. Using the ratio between the current RMP’s forage amount
per AUM divided by the correct figure above, gives a needed reduction in
permitted numbers and/or seasons of use of 42% to account for the RMP’s
understated forage consumption, without accounting for wildlife, plant and
watershed needs

2074

10186

10186-1

The BLM fails to look at the big picture of Big Horn Basin land management.
Although the planning area contains 4.2 million mineral acres and 3.1 millicn
surface acres (5.6 million acres of RMP study area) is included, the BLM doesn’t
explain that the Basin is already surrounded by 91.3 million acres of U.S. Forest
Service, Wilderness Areas and National Parks. These areas are already being
protected to the highest degree and none or little leasing has taken place. Why
do more acres need to be closed to leasing?

2014

10189

10189-12

Because a reduced regulatory climate enhances true multiple use, which is the
BLM's original mandate, the text should be amended to include a fifth
alternative - Alternative E-which is a compilation of the least-restrictive
elements of both Alternative A and Alternative C.

2055
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10189 10189-5 Although Secretarial Order 3310 has been rescinded, the Areas of Wildland 2027
Designation have not been removed from the maps and text of the draft RMP.
This is unacceptable, as the draft document is now in violation of Department of
the Interior policy. Our fears of the decision being reversed at some future,
more convenient time are reinforced by the retention of the\ maps and text,
which include these proto-wilderness study areas. The several areas designated
as Wildlands must be removed from the text of the draft document, and from
every map and table in the draft document, before the review process can
continue
10189 10189-6 At present, there are almost 1.5 million acres of oil and gas leases within the 2050

Bighorn Basin, yet the Agency Preferred Alternative (D) calls for less than
570,000 acres of Qil & Gas Management Areas. | am unclear how the Bureau
can consider planning for less exploration, development, and production than it
has already leased land for

10194 10194-1 The BLM does not fully support the reason WHY a new resource management 2054
plan is needed, other than "the plans must be revised every 20 years".

10194 10194-2 The current 'buffer zones' are not reasonable, in any scenario, as no real science 2071
was used to develop these 'buffer zones'. For instance, new science shows that
when sage grouse are in danger they move closer to human activity (i,e.
ranching and oil and gas development) This fact makes 'buffer zones' useless.
Buffer zones also take out a huge chunk of land that could very well be used for
'multiple use'.

10194 10194-3 Alternative D, the preferred alternative, lists 85% more 'standard’ restrictions as 2047
'moderate’ for oil and gas companies, This slows down the ability of producers
to do their job and decreases our ability to produce domestic energy for our
country. Yet the BLM fails to ever explain {with science) the reason those
restrictions have increased so drastically.

10194 10194-4 The BLM doesn't fully explain how important oil and gas is to our Basin 2046
especially in Hot Springs where over 70% of our property tax revenue comes
directly from oil and gas.

10194 10194-5 The BLM also lists much more acres {nearly double) for Big Game Crucial Winter 2022
Range than the Wyoming Game and Fish. Why is that?

10197 10197-1 With the exception of government enterprises, mining (oil and gas) is the 2054
strongest sector of income in Hot Springs County. Data provided by BIGHORN
BASIN RESOURCE ALLIANCE ECONOMIC REVENUE REPORT depicts that
importance of cil and gas exploration, development and production. The BLM
doesn’t provide encugh detail, such as this report, to help guide the publicto
the best decision. For this reason, the report is incomplete. Moreover, the
IMPLAN regional modeling doesn’t fit our needs as well as local modeling and
research would, throwing off the analysis

10197 10197-2 The Draft RMP doesn’t properly explain how the Bighorn Basin and the 2046
communities benefit from oil and gas production and instead, tries to
discriminate against oil and gas.

10197 10197-3 Alternative D increases 85 percent of “standard” regulations to “moderate” and 2047
doesn’t explain why
10197 10197-5 with Enhanced Qil Recovery, both of which the BLM left out of their analysis and 2051

alternatives. The BLM should prepare a more detailed and factual document to
present to the public. This potential should be considered in the Reasonable
Foreseeable Development.
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10200 10200-1 The Draft BB RMP currently includes disclosure of specific ambient air quality 2054
monitoring data that are used to characterize the existing environment, and a
quantitative emissions inventory estimate, but lacks any air quality modeling to
estimate potential impacts of planning decisions on the air quality resource.
10202 10202-1 The RMP designates large areas of surface estate as “moderate” constraints for 2054
oil and gas leasing. Why is it necessary to increase from the “standard”
regulations when there has never been a sight of a lack of regulation in the
basin?
10202 10202-4 The BLM has also overlooked or neglected to consider and include reasonably 2054
foreseeable development in the next 20 years. Horizontal and directional
drilling is happening in neighboring communities. A presentation by the Bighorn
Basing Resource Alliance {quoting USGS statistics) showed that an additional 3
trillion barrels of oil equivalent are yet to be produced in the Basing through
enhanced oil recovery techniques that are already occurring near Riverton and
Casper. Why weren’t these facts considered in the BLM RFD? This section’s is
extremely incomplete and lacking. It needs to be recompleted before the ROD is
issued
10203 10203-1 Because my office and the Board of Land Commissioners are charged with 2054

managing the trust assets for the short- and long-term return to the
beneficiaries, our paramount concern revolves around the adequacy of the plan
in terms of its provisions related to enhanced oil recovery. Given the potential
for CO2 flood and enhanced oil recovery opportunities within developed fields,
all of which contain state minerals, it would appear that the document must be
altered to better accommodate and facilitate enhanced oil recovery. There are
approximately 21,862.43 acres of trust mineral estate that lie within the
potential Bighorn Basin CO2 Residual Qil Zone (ROZ) site boundaries

10203 10203-2 In view of the above projections, OSLI requests that the BLM include the 2054
following provisions specifically related to enhanced oil recovery:1) The
reasonably foreseeable development scenario for oil and gas will not be a
threshold for analysis; acreage will be the only analysis point to compare
alternatives as long as such disturbance occurs in oil and gas management areas
(see 2 below).2) The existing oil and gas management areas must be expanded
to include the entire ROZ area. In other words, all federal surface and minerals
within ROZs will be oil and gas management areas plus 28,000 acres (over
Alternative C). In addition, while not part of the BLM’s allocation under the
RMP, the State of Wyoming and trust beneficiaries will benefit by virtue of
enlarged boundaries and the production that accrues from the expanded
areas.3) The description of the oil and gas management areas will be modified
in a way that will not trigger re-analysis as long as development remains within
existing spacing levels; similar to the Pinedale RMP, a ROZ may expand if
development within it remains within the spacing limits of the existing field.4)
The definition of right of way corridor will be modified to state that as long as
the new pipeline is built adjacent to existing lines, the new pipeline will be
considered “in the corridor” regardless of the actual width.5) CO2 sequestration
will be an allowed use for purposes of the RMP in all properties used for
enhanced oil recovery.6) A comprehensive description of enhanced oil recovery
is incorporated in the document, including a state enhanced oil recovery
production projection. OSLI would strongly encourage the BLM to work in
partnership with the State to establish a state-wide CO2 network to produce
and deliver CO2 across Wyoming and if necessary, amend other existing
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Resource Management Plans to facilitate enhanced oil recovery throughout
Wyoming
10205 10205-1 BLM has attempted to characterize bentonite mining over the last 60 or so 2054

years. Its analysis is out-of-date/low on employment, pg. 3-41. Wyo-Ben would
estimate direct milling and mining employment from bentonite in the Bighorn
Basin at well over 600, and perhaps as many as 700. BLM should conduct a
more thorough investigation on employment, as these numbers directly-affect
socioeconomic impacts discussed later in the RMP.

10205 10205-10 On pg 4-266, on Alternative A (and by reference Alternative D), BLM states that 2055
dust and vibration from mineral development activities can cause degradation
to rock art. Wyo-Ben has inquired previously about the body of evidence or
studies to indicate the challenges with rock art degradation from dust and
vibration. BLM has failed to produce this data. Since no scientific reference
exists in the proposed RMP, we must assume there is no technical datato
support BLM's position, and ask that this language be removed.

10205 10205-11 On page 4-274 the RMP states, "Rock art and other prehistoric and historic sites 2054
and districts are managed for scientific, public and sociocultural use, and
research and preservation study and use. Known important cultural sites are
protected from surface-disturbing activities. For resources where setting is
important to the site's integrity, the site's foreground is to be avoided with
buffers that may be up to 3 miles wide." BLM has given no scientific or legal
justification for limiting activities with their arbitrary three mile buffers, BLM
does not have authority to limit non-discretionary activities such as locatable
minerals for virtual or intangible reasons

10205 10205-2 On pg. 3-42 describing "management challenges," BLM assigns disturbance of 2055
30,000 acres to bentonite mining in the Bighorn Basin. Most of the acreage is on
private lands, with inference of an impact to the federal estate. BLM should
clarify the acreage by differentiating the private from federal land.

10205 10205-3 Wyo-Ben supports the preservation of cultural resources. On page 3-122 the 2054
RMP states, "Cultural resources are any prehistoric or historic district, site,
building, structure, or object considered important to a culture, subculture, or
community/or scientific, traditional, religious, or other purposes. Cultural
resources include archeological resources, historic architectural and engineering
resources, traditional resources ... ... Traditional resources can include
archeological resources, structures, topographic features, habitats, plants,
wildlife, and minerals that Native Americans or other groups consider essential
to the preservation of traditional culture. .. The definition of traditional
resources is being expanded to topographic features and structures. Our
bentonite mining operation exists in topographic features located in the
Frontier, Mowry-Shale and Thermopolis Shale formations. The RMP does not
specifically-mention any topographic feature or place, yet plans to regulate
activities with these features. The RMP should specify BLM's intent and effect
on other uses.

10205 10205-4 On pg. 3-126,127, the RMP mentions several trails including unnamed trails but 2054
provides no details on location or management. Failure to disclose the locations
eliminates the possibility of a predictable regulatory landscape. Other multiple
use and development costs that could be avoided will be uselessly spent on
areas with a high potential for conflict

10205 10205-5 On page 3-133, the RMP states, "As shown in Map 37. approximately 50 percent 2057
of the Planning Area is classified as Class 4 or 5 geologic formations. indicating a
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"High" or "Very High" potential for vertebrate or scientifically important
paleontological resources.” In reviewing Map 37, the PFYC 4 has been merged
into PFYC 3. We cannot identify the 50 percent that Class 4 and 5 encompass.
Also from Map 37, over 80% of the area is considered PFYC 3 or greater
requiring an on the ground survey for any ground disturbing activity.

10205

10205-6

On pg 3-133, BLM states that outcrops of Mowry and Thcrmopolis Shale
produce the fossil bones of marine reptiles, yet no citation for this claim exists

2055

10205

10205-7

In Table 3-34, BLM elaborates that the Frontier and Cody Shales also produce
marine reptiles. These formations are the commercially-viable bentonite-
producing formations. Of the hundreds of thousands of tons mined here, Wyo-
Ben is unaware of any scientifically-important find of marine reptiles in the
bentonite-bearing geologic units in the Bighorn Basin. This erroneously conveys
the impression that expensive surveys are a reasonable, proactive conservation
tool for subsurface-disturbing activity such as bentonite mining. BLM should
correct this error or provide scientific proof otherwise

2054

10205

10205-8

Page 2-84 (Table 2-5) regarding sage grouse, Alternative D, unlike alternative A,
does not distinguish between discretionary and non-discretionary activity when
stating sage grouse protection stipulations within Key Habitat areas.

2071

10205

10205-9

On pg. 4-43, BLM mentions the Endangered Species Act without commenting on
the 1872 Mining Law. We recognize these laws may conflict, but compliance is
required on both counts. There can be no assumption of one law trumping the
other.

2054

10208

10208-1

The plan reports approximately 3.2 million acres of public lands in the planning
area. Current BLM Wilderness Study Areas total 140,924 acres, or 4.4%, of the
public lands in the basin. The plan reports that a total of 960,000 acres of
federal mineral estate had been leased through June 1998. The release of this
planning document (Scoping Report in March 2009) could have easily
incorporated the acreages from the expanded leasing that occurred during the
final months of the Bush Administration to come up with a more accurate
acreage value. Information | was able to attain from the BLM'’s oil and gas
leasing website indicated an additional 45,636.31 acres of oil and gas leasing in
Big Horn, Hot Springs, Park, and Washakie Counties occurred with the August
1998 auction and an additional 32,951.49 acres in these four counties leased
during the October 1998 auction. This April 2011 document could have easily
shown the leasing acreage to be well over 1 million acres instead of the 960,000
figure. All told, additional oil and gas leasing from August 1998 through August
2011 has added 141,455.64 acres to the basin’s leasing total; 531 more acres
leased in this 3 year period alone than the total acreage contained in all of the
basin’s WSAs. The total acreage to-date of oil and gas leases in the planning
area is now approximately 1,101,500 acres. The plan reports a total of
4,219,790 acres of federal mineral estate in the planning area. The current
leased amount would therefore be 26.1% of the total federal mineral estate in
the basin.

2013

10208

10208-2

BLM may have used language on the Travel Management Maps that may
unnecessarily alarm certain readers. The stop-light red notation for areas closed
to motorized vehicle use is simply labeled as “closed.” This could give the
impression that these lands are completely closed to all entry. This label should
clearly denote these areas are “closed to motorized vehicle use.” Travel into
these areas by foot or on horseback is certainly not curtailed.

2054
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10211 10211-1 We believe that livestock grazing has shown itself to be a sustainable use of the 2011
resource. The DEIS discusses the in Appendix W that livestock grazing is to be
considered a surface disturbing activity. | feel this is stretching the concept of a
surface disturbing activity to almost beyond the breaking point. All of the areas
encompassed by the RMP have had grazing activity on them for thousands of
years. The plant species have all evolved with grazing and a sizable body of
evidence exists to document the importance grazing is to these species. To then
move those activities into the realm of a surface disturbance similar in nature to
road building or mining is not logical and | believe such categorization of this
activity should be taken out of the final document.
10211 10211-2 Furthermore | strongly disagree with the designations of lands with wilderness 2027

characteristics. The DEIS has identified 56 areas totaling 571,000 acres.
However, within these acres there are approximately 600 miles of road; over
400 reservoirs; close to 300 miles of fences. In addition there are over 150
range improvements; 17 water wells and 10 miles of water pipelines. All of
these argue against wilderness characteristic. Designation of areas as
wilderness or lands with wilderness characteristics has significant economic
impacts on ranching operations. These additional costs contribute to further
difficulties in maintaining a viable ranching unit. Efforts should be made by the
BLM to reduce the economic burdens on the ranching community.

10211 10211-3 The RMP/DEIS establishes some 1.8 million acres for sage grouse protection in 2071
the management area. The document is not clear on what the BLM anticipates
towards grazing in sage grouse areas. Grazing could be adversely impacted
depending on the restrictions put in place to protect sage grouse.

10214 10214-2 Qil and gas stipulations should incorporate wording to prohibit surface- 2033
disturbing activities within % mile of or within riparian/wetland areas as shown
in alternative B (record #4037).

10214 10214-4 Qil and gas leasing on Federal lands is critical to both the Nation and to the local 2049
economy. It also has the potential to significantly impact and degrade the Big
Horn Basin. To better plan for and manage these leases the BLM needs to
consider spacing requirements for all new leases. The spacing requirements
should be made on a watershed/geographic basis and include a minimum 2-
mile buffer from all identified sage grouse leks and nesting areas. Geographic
areas for well/facility spacing should be mapped (delineated) and include
classifications such as “heavy industrial” (5-acre or less pad/facility spacing);
“industrial” (40-acre pad/facility spacing); “light industrial” (160-acre
pad/facility spacing) as an example.

10214 10214-5 Best management practices should be required and not just recommended as a 2025
lease stipulation on all new leases. In particular, all evaporation ponds, skim
pits, and reserve pits need to be netted, at a minimum, to prevent accidental
mortality of migratory birds. In conjunction with required netting the BLM
needs to implement comprehensive monitoring of existing oil production
facilities. Monitoring needs to be intensive enough to insure that netting is
adequately maintained, and that all spilled oil is promptly cleaned up and the
site remediated to prevent entrapment or contamination of birds and other
wildlife.

10214 10214-6 Noxious weeds have deleterious impacts to riparian systems, wildlife habitat 2012
and livestock grazing. Consequently, the RMP needs more emphasis/resources
applied to their management. Emerging problems such as the invasion of
riparian areas by Russian knapweed should be met aggressively and on a
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priority basis while the problem can still be realistically addressed. The BLM
must work cooperatively with State and county organizations to establish
priorities for control and to establish monitoring standards to establish
successful treatment strategies. A permit condition for all surface-disturbing
activities such as leasable mineral, locatable mineral and salable mineral
development/extraction and their related facilities such as right-of ways and
access roads should include annual physical inspections for and treatment of
noxious weeds by the permit holder. Permit holders should be required to
submit an annual report of noxious weed monitoring/treatment activities as a
condition of permit approval.

10214 10214-7 Mining impacts water quality, recreation, wildlife habitat, and livestock grazing.
Cumulative impacts that have and will result from bentonite mining need to be
evaluated. By doing this effective measures can be put into place to keep the
industry from having unnecessary/undue degradation on the environment. In
situ leach mining operations require test wells to detect any leakage or
contamination of groundwater outside the aquifer mining zone. In addition,
suitable bonding is required to assure remediation of groundwater
contamination that may result from in situ mining operations. Concurrent
reclamation should, generally, be required of all open-pit mining operations.

2049

10214 10214-8 The BLM should, however, give additional attention to route management.
Although the legal use of off highway vehicles on designated roads and trails is a
popular and valid use of public lands, it is extremely important to protect our
wildlife, scenic and cultural values. These resources provide the basis of our
recreation industry and play a critical role in providing quality of life benefits for
those of us that have chosen to make the Big Horn Basin our home. Due to the
importance of these resources, motorized vehicle use on most of the BLM lands
covered by the RMP should be classified as limited to designated roads and
trails with seasonal closures on the majority of sage grouse nesting areas and
big game crucial winter range. To accomplish this it will be necessary for the
BLM to work with state, county and local organizations to identify areas, roads
and trails to promote appropriate moterized use. The effective implementation
of any travel management plan(s) will require vigorous enforcement against
unauthorized use.

2034

10215 10215-1 To the extent that Alternative D deviates from Alternative A, changes should be
based on mandatory statutory and regulatory changes or identified failure to
meet the multiple use mandates for BLM land management. WSGA finds that
several proposed changes fail to meet these criteria. The increased emphasis on
“conservation of physical, biological, and heritage and visual resources”;
designation of numerous types of priority management areas {SMAs, MAs,
ACECs, SRMAs, ERMAs); these all represent further erosion of the fundamental
multiple use concept which Congress has determined should guide BLM
resource management.

2055

10215 10215-11 Records 4092-4111 Greater Sage Grouse: The USFWS has accepted the
Wyoming Governor’s Executive Order and the concept of core areas as an
appropriate methodology to address the needs of the greater sage grouse.
WSGA urges BLM to reference and adopt this strategy as its management
guidance.

2071

10215 10215-12 Record 4115: This section should specify that, if the gray wolf is delisted in
Wyoming, BLM will undertake no conservation or management actions to
protect the wolf or its habitat unless requested to do so by the WY G&F.

2042
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10215 10215-14 Record 6283: The language under alternative D is very unclear. WSGA suggests 2011
using language from alternative A or ctherwise clarifying the intent.
10215 10215-2 While WSGA concurs that “BLM is required to inventory lands to determine 2027
whether they possess wilderness characteristics”, this inventory under FLIPMA
carries no greater weight than the inventories for grazing suitability, minerals
etc. There is no requirement that these lands be managed primarily for their
wilderness characteristics. In light of the congressional prohibition of the use of
funds for the identification of LWCs and designation of Wild Lands, WSGA
assumes that all references to LWCs, Wild lands, Secretarial order 3310 and
corresponding BLM Manuals will be removed from any final RMP.
10215 10215-5 WSGA respectfully suggest the use of more current and more directly applicable 2011

USDA NASS data on pages 3-176/177. Using recently released 2010 data,
Wyoming accounted for 2.2% of the U.S. inventory of beef cows, givingus a
ranking of 15th. For 2010 Wyoming had 6.7% of the total number of breeding
sheep, a ranking of 3rd, and ranked 3rd in wool production.

10215 10215-6 Record 1037: WSGA notes that Alternatives A-C include references to 2031
maintaining natural flow regimes “in compliance with Wyoming water laws”.
Alternative D fails to include this language. We hope that this was an oversight
that will be corrected.

10215 10215-8 Record # 4077: If the purpose of this restriction is to mitigate negative impacts 2025
of livestock on elk parturition, such actions should only be considered on a case-
by-case basis if formally requested by the WY G&F, the agency with
management authority over elk. If the purpose is to reduce the risk of
brucellosis transmission to cattle, WSGA recommends that the following
language be substituted: “BLM would consider implementation, on a case by
case basis, of management actions jointly recommended by wildlife managers,
grazing permittees and animal health officials that would control the
transmission of brucellosis.”

10216 10216-10 On page 2-39, we comment that “Livestock Grazing Management” should not 2011
be included in the “Resource Topic” for the Surface-disturbing/surface
disturbance “Term or Concept”.

10216 10216-11 On page 3-116, we comment that the Final RMP should convey to the public ALL 2030
of the reasons the BLM used when they made the decisions over 30 years ago
to remove all “wild” horses from Foster Gulch, North Shoshone, Zimmerman
Springs, Alkali Spring Creek, and Sand Draw Herd areas. For example, we are
aware that a significant reason for removing all “wild” horses from the Foster
Gulch Herd area was an insistence from the Wyoming Game and Fish
Department that a new fence on the south side of this Herd area which would
have been required to keep these horses inside the Herd area would have been
very detrimental to seasonal migrations of mule deer. The BLM and public
agreed with that reason and those horses were removed. It is also our
understanding that there were legitimate reasons that were considered much
more significant than the “competition for forage with livestock” shown on
page 3-116 & 7 as justification for the BLM decisions to remove all horses from
the Zimmerman Springs and Sand Draw areas. Please convey ALL of these
justifications to the public.

10216 10216-12 We also comment that the Final RMP should include the viable option of a 2030
complete removal or management for a 100% non-reproducing herd of “wild”
horses in the Fifteen Mile HMA. The horse program within the BLM is in a state
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of desperate financial and administrative condition. The BLM needs to prioritize
the number of HMAs their budget and staff can properly manage in compliance
with the 1971 Wild Horse and Burro Act. The Fifteen Mile HMA certainly
qualifies as an HMA that could be returned to a priority for wildlife, recreation,
and livestock multiple uses. The health of the lands and natural resources could
then recover it would save the BLM a lot of time and the public’s money. The
WSGB has been on-the-ground in a number of rangeland areas in the Fifteen
Mile HMA. It is our opinion that a number of sizable polygons in this HMA do
NQOT meet one or more of the Wyoming Rangeland Health Standards due to
impacts to natural resources from year-long “wild” horse use. We are of an
understanding that a significant reason for the amount of nonuse by livestock
permittees who hold grazing rights in the Fifteen Mile HMA is directly related to
the adverse rangeland health and water quantity/quality issues created by the
“Wild” horses in this area. We comment that a new assessment of the Wyoming
Health Standards should be conducted in the Fifteen Mile HMA with the
participation of rangeland scientist from outside the employ of the BLM.

10216 10216-13 On page 3-179, we comment that the paper by Holechek, 1988, should not be 2011
the basis for the narrative on the subject of “suitability” because his paper only
applies, if at all, the New Mexico rangelands, not to cool season grasslands in
Wyoming. We can find NO science based, peer reviewed published literature or
research that supports the concept of distance to water and suitability of
rangelands for livestock grazing in cool season ecosystems and we request that
this concept be removed from the Final RMP

10216 10216-14 On page D-1, the narrative under 1.0 speaks to a requirement that cooperative 2011
agencies need to be involved in the continued monitoring of the
implementation of the entire RMP. But the narrative under 4.0, MONITORING
WORKING GROUP conveys an intent to develop a “Monitoring Working Group”
to develop an overall monitoring plan related to livestock grazing issues. This
section states that guidance and direction to monitor implementation of the
entire RMP will be provided by Appendix C. Appendix C deals with livestock
grazing monitoring and evaluation protocols. It is our comment that monitoring
the implementation of the entire RMP is a MUCH different task than monitoring
of livestock grazing influences on federal rangelands. Please provide a much
clearer statement in the Final RMP as to how the BLM intends to monitor the
implantation of the entire RMP as a separate process from monitoring the
impacts, if any, of livestock grazing.

10216 10216-15 In Appendix C, under 2.0, DATA COLLECTION, why are the permittees not 2054
included in the list of those with whom the BLM intends to cooperate in the
collection, analyzing, and report monitoring data? Why are the permittees not
specifically included in those involved in the determination of causes and
effects, predictive modeling, and condition and trend from the results of the
monitoring program ?We propose that the Final RMP clearly convey an intent
by the BLM to use the “Joint/Cooperative Monitoring Program” , JCM as
supported by, and authorized by the National Memorandum of Understanding
between the National Public Lands Council and National BLM Director for all
monitoring programs in the RMP area. If the RMP Team does not have a copy of
this MOU, please contact the Director of BLM or BLM Chief of Range for that
information.

10216 10216-16 We do not see in this Draft AMP a Table that shows the current Preference level 2011
of livestock AUM’s held by your permittees. Appendix P only shows the level of
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“active AUMs". Please include a Table in the Final RMP that conveys the
Preference level, active use level, and suspended use levels of livestock AUMs
for each permit and lease in the RMP area.

10216 10216-17 Inthe Final RMP, please convey an additional level of detail with respect to the 2011
policies and specific management actions or changes to current management
that will be used by the BLM to guide livestock grazing activities in identified
sage grouse seasonal habitats. We also request that the Final RMP convey inthe
ROD a commitment to identify and map all seasonal grouse habitats on federal
lands within a specific time frame. Neither the permittees nor BLM can expect
to be effective with respect to the conservation of grouse without that
knowledge. The information in the draft RMP is not specific enough to be able
to evaluate the potential impacts of the grouse subject sections on either
current or future livestock

10216 10216-18 In Appendix W, in the fifth paragraph on page W-1, a narrative conveys that 2033
watershed and vegetation management “objectives” would not be met if
utilization levels consistently exceed the levels in Table W-1.We specifically
request that the Final RMP offer peer reviewed, science based support for this
statement. We can find no statements in the draft RMP that convey what are
the specific measurable “objectives” with respect to watershed and vegetation
management that would not be met if the use levels in Table W-1 are exceeded.
We can find Goals, but no objectives. Objectives are by definition, measurable,
(see Glossary at pg. 24 and Appendix N at N-&). If the RMP contains site specific
objectives that the BLM feels will react in a trend to the use levels in W-1,
please guide us to those so we can evaluate and provide a comment with
respect to whether or not the restrictive utilizations in Table W-1 could
accomplish what the RMP conveys.

10216 10216-19 We also comment that we have read Appendix N, Wyoming Standards For 2011
Rangeland Health, and we can find no direct relationship between the
utilization levels in W-1 and whether or not an allotment would either pass or
fail these “Standards” or help fix a flunked standard. We have reviewed
considerable published and peer reviewed range science literature on the
subject of the influence of utilization on the trend of resource values. In cool
season ecosystems, with the exception of situations of consistent, year after
year grazing during the growing season at use levels of either “too much” often
defined as 70% or more, or “too little” often defined as 10% or less, we can find
nothing to support that utilization by livestock in a rotation system at levels that
are going to be required by Table W-1 will have ANY measurable effect on
trends of resource parameters. We can find NO published literature to support
that use levels required by Table W-1 will have a measurable effect on either
rangeland health parameters according to the Rangeland Science profession or
the Wyoming Rangeland Health Standards. It is also the experience of the WSGB
that in situations where an allotment has flunked one or more of the Wyoming
Standards, and the BLM has applied utilization standards as an “effective
action” as required by CFR 4100 Part 4180, we can find no documentation from
the BLM to support that the utilization prescription actually brought the
allotment back into compliance with the Wyoming Standard.

10216 10216-20 We comment that the Final RMP should contain a statement that management 2076
of utilization levels for the expressed purpose of helping bring an allotment back
into compliance with one or more Wyoming Standards or to assist in achieving
one or more site specific resource objectives jointly develop between the BLM
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and permittee, will ONLY be applied when it has been determined from data
collected from a science-based, joint cooperative monitoring program with the
permittee(s) that active management of utilization is a required and necessary
“effective action” under CFR 4100 part 4180.

10216 10216-21 In Appendix V, WEPP Technical Support Document, we comment that the 2011
parameters used as input to the WEPP model to simulate conditions in the
Planning area are much too generic to adequately represent the very wide
variety of actual on-the-ground situations. For example, at each proposed
rangeland improvement, the variability in gradients, aspects, soil types, bare
ground percentages, and rock cover, in the Big Horn Basin can and will be
dramatically different. We request that the entire section of the RMP with
respect to the predicted results from the WEPP model be removed because the
reliability of predicted results of soil erosion from this model in as conveyed in
Table V-1 can not be estimated with any degree of precision due to the
inflexible inputs to the model. The results convey an amount of seil erosion
from human caused activity that is unreliable and misleading to the public. We
VERY much disagree with the statement in this Appendix that conveys that the
model estimated that with no disturbance there would only be trace amounts
of annual runoff. It is common knowledge that the Bighorn Basin is and always
has been before man arrived, a very highly erosive environment.

10216 10216-22 We agree with the definition of “utilization” in the Glossary and request that 2011
the narratives in entire RMP related to this subject recognize and apply this
definition where appropriate.

10216 10216-4 We also request that the Final RMP/ROD specifically exclude livestock 2011
management activities conducted by the permittees to accomplish the terms
and conditions on their permit as required by the BLM from the additional
proposed off-road restrictions. This is another example of an adverse impact on
permittees.

10216 10216-6 We do not support the addition of any new Areas of Critical Environmental 2001
Concern, (ACEC), and request the removal of existing ACECs until such time as it
has been determined through a public process that there are any areas inthe
Worland or Cody Field offices of the BLM that qualify under the definition of
that concept as stated in the Federal Land Planning and Management Act,
FLPMA. The definition of an ACEC in the FLPMA clearly conveys that an area of
federal lands can only be proposed for ACEC status if that action by the BLM, “is
required to protect and prevent IRREPARABLE (our emphasis) damage to
important historic, cultural, or scenic values.” ( quote from the FLPMA definition
JThe key word from this Congressional definition is “lRREPARABLE” and we have
not read in this draft RMP any support for current or proposed ACECs as a
requirement to prevent “IRREPARABLE” damage to federal lands. If the Final
RMP/ROD includes ANY ACECs, we request that these documents clearly convey
what will be done by the BLM with respect to action items that preclude
“irreparable damage” to these ACECs.

10216 10216-7 On page 2-33, in the last sentence on this page, please convey what and 2011
specifically where are the “new resource uses” that will be mitigated to
minimize or avoid conflict with livestock grazing?

10216 10216-8 On page 2-35, we comment in total opposition to the seasonal restriction on 2011
livestock grazing in elk parturition areas. To date, neither the WSGB nor the
public have been provided any justification for the concern that livestock
grazing has ANY adverse effect of elk calving success ratios. We request that the
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Final RMP/ROD remove this unfounded bias.

10216 10216-9 On page 2-35, we also comment that the seasonal restrictions from February 1 2011
to July 31 should not apply to livestock or rangeland management practices. The
Executive Order from the Wyoming Governor with respect to Sage Grouse
specifically conveyed that normal livestock and rangeland management
practices we considered “de minimus” by that Order and we understand that
the State BLM has adopted that Order for federal BLM lands in Wyoming.

10217 10217-1 | believe the wild horses of the two HMAs in the Bighorn Basin deserve 2062
protection and preservation. | note that these horses, and most especially the
McCullough Peaks horses, are attracting more and more recreational viewers to
the HMAs each year. | further note that recreational use in general (hikers,
horseback riders, ORVs, fossil hunters, sight-seers, hunters, and photographers)
in both the McCullough Peaks area and the Fifteen Mile Basin has risen
significantly in recent years. | contend that the final RMP should respond to the
public’s interest in these recreational opportunities by managing both areas as
Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs).

10217 10217-2 For the McCullough Peaks area, | suggest the establishment of the SRMA of 2062
160,860 acres, as put forth in Alternative B. The SRMA should be managed for
both motorized and non-motorized recreational use with No Surface Occupancy
restrictions on future oil and gas leasing within this area. Any currently held
leases which may be “grandfathered in” should be strictly held to the BLM’s
highest “Gold Book” standards, with NSO’s stipulated wherever possible. The
SRMA should be managed as a ROW avoidance and/ or mitigation area, and
surface disturbing activities should be limited to development of recreation
related facilities or activities which will enhance wildlife habitat. Since the
McCullough Peaks area currently offers a world-class viewshed, it should be
protected by designating the entire SRMA as Visual Resource Management
Class |1, Future developments of renewable energy resources (wind, solar,
geothermal) should be disallowed. Motorized vehicle use should be limited to
designated roads within the SRMA.

10217 10217-3 Asto the McCullough Peaks HMA, | believe that the western boundary should 2030
extend to the Shoshone River. In past years | have personally observed wild
horses coming down to the Shoshone River to drink. The river presents a

natural barrier for horses crossing from BLM land onto private lands across the
river. This is part of the wild horse historic range and the river obviously
provides a perennial water source for the western side of the McCullough Peaks
wild horse range. Water is a limited commodity within the HMA,

10217 10217-4 | also suggest that the RMP be written so as to allow for the possibility of 2030
putting in crossing areas for wild horses and other wildlife to move from the
McCullough Peaks area to BLM lands on the east side of Highway 32.
Underpasses near Dry Creek and Coon Creek come to mind. These safe crossing
areas would allow wild horses to access that area which lies east of Highway 32,
which is also a part of their historic range. | believe that the BLM refers to this
area as Foster Gulch.

10217 10217-5 The RMP should also provide a mechanism which will trigger a reevaluation of 2030
the Herd Management Level (HML) for both the McCullough Peaks and the
Fifteen Mile HMAs. | would suggest that a fresh assessment of the HMLs is
appropriate as soon as is practical, and another assessment should he
programmed for twenty years hence.
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10217

10217-7

| firmly believe that a restriction should be imposed upon approaching closer
than 100 yards from wild horses. This restriction protects both the human
observers (recreationists, photographers, hikers, etc.) and the horses. It should
be specified that designated wild horses managers are exempt from this
restriction, so that the PZP field darting, necessary gathers, and the like may be
continued as management practices.

2030

10217

10217-8

| recommend designating the Fifteen Mile Basin area as a Special Recreation
Management Area (SRMA). By doing so, it would help to protect this area from
activities which would degrade its outstanding recreational values, and
paleontological resources. It would also serve to create a physical connection
between the Bobcat Draw Badlands, Red Butte, and Sheep Mountain
Wilderness Study Areas. The SRMA should be managed with limitations to
motorized vehicle use on designated roads and trails only. NSO should apply to
oil and gas leasing. ROWs should be avoided and or mitigated. Surface
disturbance should be limited to establishing recreational facilities of enhancing
wildlife/ wild horse habitat. It should be given a VRM class | or Class Il rating
(most restrictive as possible), and renewable energy sources should not be
developed. Additional water development projects should be planned for this
area.

2062

10218

10218-1

Inthe BLM RMP, a fair amount of discussion pertained to the protection of the
Paleocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum (PETM) stratigraphic zone. In particular, a
number of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) were proposed
based on the protection of this geologic horizon as the outcrop snakes around
the basin. These ACECs include the Clark’s Fork Basin/Polecat Bench West
Paleontological Area, McCullough Peaks South Paleontological Area and Foster
Gulch Paleontological Area. The PETM horizon does not need any protection.
Paleocene and Eocene sediments in the Bighorn Basin are composed of
claystones, mudstones, siltstones, sandstones and occasional coals. Almost all
geoscience field studies of intervals composed of claystones, mudstones,
siltstone, coal and thin sandstones are dependent on fresh exposures along
road cuts. Without fresh exposures, there is little to study on the surface.
Almost all geoscience field trips that focus on these types of rocks take their
participants to road cuts or mining highwalls. Studies of the PETM would benefit
from oil and gas development that would provide fresh exposures. The PETM is
not a depleting resource like Native American artifacts on the surface. The
PETM horizon continues into the subsurface. If some of the PETM is removed by
oil and gas surface development, there is more PETM immediately below what
was removed. The BLM RMP does not say how restricting surface disturbance
on the PETM will specifically help the study of it. It seems rather obvious that
surface disturbance will provide critical exposure to these soft sediments for
better study.

2034

10218

10218-2

Inthe BLM RMP, a fair amount of discussion pertained to the protection of
botanical and vertebrate fossils. In particular, a number of Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) were proposed based on the protection of these
fossils. These ACECs include the Clark’s Fork Basin/Polecat Bench West
Paleontological Area, McCullough Peaks South Paleontological Area and Foster
Gulch Paleontological Area. The sediments and areas that contain these fossils
do not need any protection. These fossils are exposed to erosion and
degradation every day. They slowly fall apart and dissolve. The particles that
remain are then washed down the drainages and rivers. The government does

2034
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not allow private/commercial collection of the vertebrate fossils, thus what
value might exist with these fossils is lost since they just erode. Compared to
how much erodes away, very little is collected for academic studies. Erosion of
the rocks that contain these fossils has been occurring for millions of years. It is
not a depleting resource like Native American artifacts that only occur on the
surface. The beds that contain the fossils continue into the subsurface and
continue across the basin. There is an almost unlimited supply of new fossils
below the surface. If some of the fossils are removed by oil and gas surface
development, there are more fossils immediately below what was removed.
Surface disturbance by oil and gas development would provide fresh exposures
in these sediments to better study and potentially find additional fossils. The
value of botanical and vertebrate fossils potentially disturbed by oil and gas
development in the Bighorn Basin is miniscule compared to the value of il and
gas that could come from that same area.

10218 10218-3 My experience with oil and gas exploration from a long career is that new 2051
geologic ideas and new technology results in the economic development of oil
and gas resources in areas that were previously thought to be non-commercial.
The BLM and the USGS may believe an area has low potential for commercial oil
and gas, but that same area may be a tremendous oil and gas resource for the
nation in the future. We have seen that repeatedly across the nation in new
plays like the Bakken, Eagle Ford, Barnett, Marcellus, Fayetteville, Bone Springs
and Haynesville shales. Do not shut down an area to future oil and gas
development because today you perceive it to have low potential.

10219 10219-4 3.6.6 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. Many existing roads, livestock 2027
reservoirs, and fences were not considered, to be able to consider this an area
with wilderness characteristics. When is a road not a road? Reminds me of “it
depends on what the definition of “is” is.” Roads are roads. Reservoirs that are
onthe BLM’s own listing of BLM allotments were not included.

10220 10220-1 Surface disturbance should be limited to mechanical activities, and be 2054
consistent with other RMPs, therefore the Big Horn Basin RMP should use,
Information Bulletin WY-2007-029, Guidance for Use of Standard Surface Use
Definitions. New definition: Updated 5/26/2009Surface-Disturbing Activities:
These are Public Land resource uses/activities that disturb the endemic
vegetation, surface geologic features, and/or surface/near surface soil
resources beyond ambient site conditions. Examples of surface-disturbing
activities include: construction of well pads and roads, pits and reservoirs,
pipelines and power lines, and most types of vegetation treatments (e.g.,
prescribed fire, etc.). NOTE: Some resource uses, commodity production and
other actions that remove vegetative growth, geologic materials, or soils (e.g.,
livestock grazing, wildlife browsing, timber harvesting, sand and gravel pits, etc.)
are allowed, and in some instances formally authorized, on the Public Lands.
When utilized as a land use restriction (e.g., No Surface Disturbing Activities),
this phrase prohibits all resource use or activity, except those uses and activities
that are specifically authorized, likely to disturb the endemic vegetation, surface
geologic features, and surface/near surface soils. Original definition: Grass
Creek Planning Area 1998Surface-Disturbing Activities (or Surface Disturbance):
The physical disturbance and movement or removal of land surface and
vegetation. These activities range from the very minimal to the maximum types
of surface disturbance associated with such things as off-road vehicle travel or
use of mechanized, rubber-tired, or tracked equipment and vehicles; some
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timber cutting and forest silvicultural practices; excavation and development
activities associated with use of heavy equipment for road, pipeline, power line
and other types of construction; blasting; trip pit and underground mining and
related activities, including ancillary facility construction; oil and gas well drilling
and field construction or development and related activities; range
improvement project construction; and recreation site construction

10220 10220-12 6045 Snowmobiling is not a surface disturbing activity and should not be limited
to roads and trails.

2034

10220 10220-13 Recreation is too specific for this large document it is difficult to comment
because it is unclear to where the described areas are. The names and locations
are confusing for this large resource area. There is no clear description of the
land locations and therefore it is difficult to identify the impacts of the
alternatives.

2062

10220 10220-14 6000 Lands With Wilderness Characteristics/Wild Lands uses incomplete
inventories to classify wilderness characteristics and should be removed from
this document, furthermore funding has been removed for wildlands, so they
should be removed.

2027

10220 10220-15 Goal LR10.1 Remove “consistent with multiple-use needs” replace with “for.”
Livestock grazing should be managed for sustained yield. Monitoring and
mitigation can coordinate livestock grazing with other resource objectives. A
resource (livestock grazing) has its own goals and actions that are designed to
manage that resource (livestock grazing), stating that a resource (livestock
grazing) will be used to meet other objectives is not management of the
resource (livestock grazing), it is a management action of another resource that
should not be in another resources {livestock grazing) actions.

2011

10220 10220-17 6268 Replace “stakeholder” with “interested public.” Interested public is cited
in CFR 4100.0-5. Stakeholder is not defined in the federal regulations.

2011

10220 10220-18 6268 Remove “and meet other multiple use ohjectives.” Each resource should
stand on its own merits rather than one resource stating that it will give. This is
unfair multiple use and could cause economic loss to permittees and local
economies. A resource (livestock grazing) has its own goals and actions that are
designed to manage that resource {livestock grazing), stating that a resource
(livestock grazing) will be used to meet other objectives is not management of
the resource (livestock grazing), it is a management action of another resource
that should not be in another resources (livestock grazing) actions

2011

10220 10220-19 6276 Remove “to support other resource objectives and” replace with “to.”

2011

10220 10220-2 1000 PR: 2 remove the word significant. Significant cannot be measured.

2009_1

10220 10220-22 The BLM failed to consider new technologies that can manipulate plants
communities and water develop that could prevent no net loss of AUMs,
Appendix P should include Preference AUMs

2011

10220 10220-23 Utilization Levels in Appendix W Table W-1 are new levels and are incorporating
precipitation zone with season of use to classify levels of utilization. These
changes in utilization levels were not compared and analyzed for environmental
impacts regarding AUMSs or economic impacts. “35% or less utilization of
current standing crop during growing season” conflicts with the definition of
utilization. Current year’s forage production cannot be determined during the
growing season, therefore 35% cannot be determined. Extensive wildlife use
cannot be analyzed or described in quantitative terms as stated in Footnote 1 of
Appendix W.

2074
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10220 10220-4 1039 PR: 4.3, 4.4 there is no definition to “casual factors.” 2031

10220 10220-7 4132 Remove “through upland management” since impact is marginalized 2042

10220 10220-8 GOAL BR: 11 Remove “thriving” descriptive personal interpretation. 2030

10230 10230-1 Along the south side of Gypsum Creek Road are north-facing cliffs composed of 2034

dark shale. (See Map 2). These cliffs have been used extensively for motorcycle
hill-climbing. One of my concerns is that your Preferred Alternative designates
this area as "Limited to Existing Roads and Trails." This is not practical in a
historical play area. There are trails everywhere. Further, anyone who does not
make it to the top of the hill must necessarily leave the existing trail, at least for
a short distance. The cliffs should also be designated "Open." There are areas
along the ATV Trail between the Bentonite Hills and the cliffs that have
historically been used as play areas. One such area is depicted on Map 3. These
areas have no surface water, no vegetation, and support no wildlife. Being
composed primarily of bentonite, the soil (such as it is) swells with every rain. It
then shrinks and crumbles as it dries, erasing recent ATV tracks and trails. This
land is ideally suited for Play Areas - and little else. As appropriate, non-
vegetated areas along the ATV Trail should be designated as "Open" areas.

10248 10248-1 . The plan is a 20 year plan yet the BLM fails to include reasonably foreseeable 2061
development which addresses horizontal and directional drilling.

10248 10248-2 By decreasing lands available for grazing by 27% you are negatively effecting the 2027
ranching industry, ranch employment and all jobs supporting the ranching
industry including federal employment, which will decrease property tax, sales
tax, and retail wholesale spending resulting in an economic hardship. The BLM
has not shown how these decreases will better the LWCs by not allowing
grazing.

10248 10248-3 There is a discrepancy in the Big Game Winter Range area identified by the BLM 2022
and also by the WGFD. BLM Big Game Crucial Range covers nearly twice the
area as WGFD Big Game Crucial Habitat, nearly 649,246 acres. This discrepancy
is unacceptable and unjustified. The BLM must reevaluate these areas in the
Draft RMP and limit the designation of such areas to those necessary for the
maintenance of populations at object levels.

10248 10248-4 An example is Legend Rock Petroglyph site. All alternatives states that a three 2004
mile buffer zone will be used around all cultural sites. When you follow the trail
to view the petroglyphs you are facing a cliff face on one side so there is less
than 100 yards of visual resource. If you turn around you face a small hill which
also limits your view. A three mile buffer is unnecessary in this instance.

10248 10248-5 NO WHERE in the plan do you address what roads can, mayor will be closed or 2034
your sound reasoning of why.
10248 10248-7 The BLM did not conduct a study of special designations and other management 2046

areas and the economic impact on stakeholders and locals governments from
the associated constraints and restrictions.

10261 10261-1 EPA believes that the Draft EIS contains insufficient information to evaluate and 2009
disclose potential impacts to air quality and air quality related values. A
thorough analysis of air quality is essential because of the proximity of the
proposed development and its associated projected emissions to five federal
Class | areas (North Absaroka, Washakie, Fitzpatrick and Bridger Wilderness
Areas, and Yellowstone National Park) and four sensitive Class Il areas (Bighorn
Canyon National Recreation Area, Bighorn National Forest, Teton Wilderness
Area, and Cloud Peak Wilderness Area). More specifically, these sensitive areas
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are located either within, directly adjacent to, or within 35 miles of the RMP
planning area. Without an air quality impact analysis to confirm otherwise. EPA
must assume that the predicted cumulative emissions from the estimated 1.534
new oil gas and coalbed methane wells identified for the preferred alternative
are potentially substantial.

10261 10261-10 The Draft EIS provides no explanation of or justification for BLM's selection of a 2018
preferred alternative that does not protect and enhance Wild and Scenic River
resources. The EPA recommends that the Final EIS describe the basis for BLM's
decision with regard to listing of waterways within the planning area.

10261 10261-11 The Draft EIS estimates 920 acres of short term disturbance and 139 acres of 2033
long-term disturbance to wetlands and riparian areas. The Draft EIS further
explains that due to requirements to avoid surface disturbing activities within
500 feet of water, actual direct impacts to wetlands would be less than this
estimate. The EPA recommends that the Final EIS display the reduced
disturbance achieved in order to provide a more accurate estimate of potential
disturbance that considers the avoidance requirement. Doing so will more
clearly identify where concerns exist, and enable focus on sensitive areas for
protection.

10261 10261-12 It does not appear that the Draft EIS addresses the jurisdictional status of 2033
wetlands in the planning area. We recommend that a preliminary assessment of
wetland jurisdiction be included in the Final EIS. Having this information readily
available will be of use to BLM in future project planning by enabling focus of
management practices on areas where sensitive resources are most at risk of
being impacted. We further recommend that the RMP/EIS explain that
jurisdiction will be determined in future project specific EISs. Further, because a
current National Wetlands Inventory is not available for the full planning area,
we suggest that the BLM prepare an inventory of aquatic resources,
characteristics, functions and overall ecological health. Having such an inventory
will provide greater wetland and riparian area protection in the Bighorn Basin
by providing information that can be used by BLM when authorizing surface
disturbance or planning mitigation for unavoidable impacts to wetlands.
Because preparation of an inventory may take time, we recommend that the
Final EIS explain how BLM plans to undertake an aquatic resource inventory in
the future, and offer our assistance in designing such an inventory.

10261 10261-12 Additionally, we are interested in the Draft EIS's reference to potential carbon 2003
sequestration research and projects in Alternatives C and D; however, we were
not able to find any detail on these efforts in the Alternative descriptions in the
Draft EIS. We recommend that BLM consider additional mitigation measures
that could reduce greenhouse gas emissions from RMP activities, for example
methods to limit fugitive emissions of methane from oil and gas operations or
to reduce combustion emissions.

10261 10261-14 We recommend that the discussion of potential greenhouse gas emissions 2003
associated with other activities (e.g.. motorized vehicle use as was included in
the emissions inventory prepared for the Lander RMP) be quantified if possible,
or else qualitatively compared as a total impact associated with each
alternative, to allow for a more clear comparison among alternatives.

10261 10261-15 We also urge that BLM provide additional detail to Alternative D of this 2031
management action to make clear how the BLM will address water bodies not
meeting state water quality standards. We believe this can be accomplished by
identifying the best management practices and discussion how they will be
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prioritized and implemented to address causal factors related to the
impairment of water quality.

10261 10261-16 The Draft EIS identifies mitigation measures associated with Alternative D to 2031
address some potential impacts to surface water quality, including requiring a
1/4 mile water resource buffer for placement of salt, mineral or forage
supplements. Given that the Draft EIS acknowledges that livestock may increase
loading of fecal bacteria. EPA suggests that the Final EIS clearly discuss how this
buffer will be adequate to protect water quality in the planning area, or
whether additional mitigation measures are needed (e.g. larger buffer, timing).
Finally and because Alternative B provides for a 1/2 mile buffer, we recommend
that the Final EIS explain whether any additional benefits would be gained from
this wider buffer size.

10261 10261-17 Draft EIS, Table 3.3, Applicable NAAQS and Representative Concentration. 2009
Please note that the sulfur dioxide method measured by the WARMS network is
not directly comparable to the S02 NAAQS. The WARMS method is a filter-
cartridge based method used to sample sulfateaerosols, typically used in for
visibility-related comparisons. An equivalent reference method analyzer
meeting the requirements of 40 CFR Part 50. Appendix A should be used to
compare against the NAAQS. We recommend contacting the Wyoming DEQ for
appropriate $02 monitoring data.

10261 10261-18 Draft EIS. Section 4.1.1, Air Quality and Appendix U. Technical Support 2009_1
Document for Air Quality. The EPA is confused by the discussion on page 4-6 of
the Draft EIS, which lists "fire management (including prescribed fire)" as among
the activities for which emissions have been quantified. but later states
"emissions from any prescribed fire activities conducted on BLM land within the
Planning Are have not been estimated in this analysis' Based on Appendix U, it
appears to us that prescribed fire emissions have been included in the
emissions inventory, and we recommend that the Final EIS clarify this point.

10261 10261-19 In addition to the commitment to manage prescribed burns to comply with 2009_1
Wyoming DEQ Air Quality District smoke-management rules and regulations
already included as Management Action 1001, we recommend that the Final EIS
include: (1) discussion of appropriate smoke monitoring techniques and
mitigation (including meteorological conditions favorable for mitigated
prescribed fire smoke and alternatives to prescribed fire such as mechanical fuel
reduction methods); (2) requirements for the incorporation of the Interagency
Prescribed Fire Planning and Implementation Procedures Guide (July 2008) into
site-specific burn plans that would be designed for each prescribed burn
conducted under this GMP; and (3) commitment to public notification of
pending burns.

10261 10261-2 Our understanding is that BLM has not completed a cumulative air quality 2009_1
impact analysis for the 6,133 oil and gas wells that have already been drilled on
BLM administered mineral estate. We also understand that BLM has not
completed such an analysis for the 4,544 existing active wells within the
planning area or for the 1.534 planned wells. In short, the EPA believes that the
"level of concern" that would warrant modeling under Management Action
1005 (contained in the Draft RMP) has already been reached.

10261 10261-20 We recommend that the Final EIS specify that the 20 acre NSO will apply to all 2033
wetlands regardless of jurisdiction, in accordance with Executive Order 11990,
In addition, we recommend that BLM consider whether any high value wetland
areas smaller than 20 acres would also warrant protection through a SO
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stipulation. Factors to consider include but are not limited to: the jurisdictional
waters of the U.S.; agency responsibilities under Executive Orders 11990 and
11988; the needs of species of concern: and potential impacts to aquatic
communities.
10261 10261-21 We recommend that this plan include the following key elements:1. A 2009_1

statement that: "The activity in the basin has already reached a level of concern
regarding cumulative adverse air quality impacts. This concern is based on the
level of current emissions (1100 tons per year NOx) and the proximity (between
1 and 50 miles) of proposed leasing areas to five federal Class | areas, including
Yellowstone National Park, North Absaroka, Washakie, Fitzpatrick, and Bridger
Wilderness Area." 2. A discussion of the current air quality status of Class | areas
in the project area, based on existing monitoring data and any other available
information.3. A statement that: "basin wide modeling to characterize the air
quality of Class | areas will occur as soon as possible, subject to funding and
staffing levels."4. A statement that: "The modeling would be either (1) a
project-specific model (e.g., Calpuff) or (2) another planned modeling effort
decided upon in consultation with EPA and DEQ.5. A description of activities
that BLM may authorized before Class | area Characterization is completed (e.g..
A requirement for Applications for Permit to Drill or field development
proposals to include an emissions inventory until such time as the Class |
modeling and characterization is completed).6. A statement that: "A statement
that "based upon the findings of the Class | Characterization, and as provided
for by law and consistent with lease rights and obligations, BLM will ensure
implementation of reasonable mitigation and control measures and

design features through appropriate mechanisms including lease stipulations
and conditions of approval, notices to lessee, and permit terms and
conditions."7. A statement that "BLM would consider applying mitigation
measures to oil and gas projects developed under this RMP in the event that a
future air quality impact analysis determines there are adverse impacts to Class
| areas. "8. Inclusion of a list of mitigation measures that BLM could apply in the
event future air quality modeling shows there to be an adverse impact to Class
1.9. Inclusion of the Oil and Gas mitigation table currently in the Lander Air Plan,
revised as appropriate to apply to the Bighorn Basin RMP.

10261 10261-22 The EPA recommends that the BLM develop lease stipulations for protection of 2031
sensitive drinking water resources during this RMP revision, which presents a
key opportunity for avoidance and mitigation of potential significant impacts.
Based upon our knowledge of the planning area, including the presence of
sensitive groundwater and surface water resources designated by the State of
Wyoming, we provide the following recommendations for inclusion in the Final
EIS: Groundwater recharge areas: Consider No Leasing in a recharge area with a
1000 foot wide buffer zone on both sides of all perennial streams for a distance
of one mile upstream of the recharge area or to the point where the stream
becomes intermittent. Sole Source Aquifers: Consider No Leasing. Source Water
Protection Areas and Well Head Protection Areas: Consider No Leasing in
Groundwater Zones 1-3. Consider No Leasing in Surface Water Zones 1-2. If
leasing occurs, impose No Surface Occupancy lease stipulations in Groundwater
Zones 1-3 and Surface Water Zones 1-2. Impose Controlled Surface Use
Stipulations in Surface Water Zone 3 including but not limited to: Closed loop
drilling systems. Line surface impoundment ponds (evaporation ponds or
drilling pits) with synthetic liners and subsequently decommissioned by
removing all contaminants and liner and reclaiming the area with natural
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vegetation. Identify private wells and set stipulations to be protective (e.g., no
occupancy within immediate area, collect baseline data on groundwater, etc.);
In cases already permitted but not drilled, impose Conditions of Approval for
APDs including but not limited to the Controlled Surface Use Stipulations listed
above. For areas with unconfined shallow groundwater, because the shallower
the depth to water the more sensitive an aquifer is to contamination: Consider
No Surface Occupancy; Prohibit use of evaporation ponds in proximity to
shallow aquifers; Review the geoclogy of shallow aquifers to determine well
construction requirements, which may include cementing to surface and drilling
with a fresh water mud system. To accurately identify sensitive aquifer systems,
we recommend using the Wyoming Ground Water Vulnerability Assessment
Handbook. General recommendations for standard lease stipulations/best
management practices: A general well design requirement to set surface casing
and cement to a specific formation or depth if there are aquifers at depth that
need protection; Surface casing needs to be below the lowermost USDW and
set into a confining (e.g. shale) layer; A requirement for an intermediate string
of casing and cement may be appropriate in the event of encountering very
deep aquifers; Specify in the RMP that future oil and gas projects will need a
Water Resource Management Plan to address water consumption and
produced water disposal including identifying water recycling opportunities.

10261 10261-3 For the reasons stated above. EPA prefers that the Final EIS include a 2009
quantitative analysis that utilizes air quality modeling of the potential impacts of
activities authorized under the Bighorn Basin RMP. Nonetheless, we agree that
air quality impacts can be adequately evaluated and disclosed provided that
BLM pursues one of the following approaches: 1) Conduct basin-wide dispersion
modeling based on the emissions inventory and include this information in the
Final EIS; or 2) Utilize representative photochemical grid modeling planned for
another project (e.g. Powder River Basin Coal Review) with the appropriate
modeling domain for the Bighorn Basin to determine the contribution of the
RMP activities and include this information in the Final EIS; or3) Modify
Management Action 1005 in the Final EIS to include an air resources
management plan. The air resources management plan should be included in
the Final EIS and as described in Attachment 2 contain additional detail
clarifying how and when modeling will be performed and mitigation potentially
implemented.

10261 10261-4 Incomplete Disclosure of Groundwater Characteristics and Potential Impacts 2031
The characterization of groundwater in the Draft EIS does not include important
and up-to-date information necessary to protect groundwater water resources.
The Draft EIS acknowledges that the planning area includes sensitive drinking
water resources, but does not contain a complete and up-to-date evaluation of
these resources, including recharge areas and source water protection zones
designated by the State of Wyoming. The Draft EIS references the Wyoming
Water Development Commission's (Commission's) 2003 Wind/Bighorn River
Basin Plan for the ground water analysis. The Commission is currently updating
the 2003 report and intends to circulate the revised report for public comment
later this summer. Additional data that is included in the 2011 revision includes
identification of the major aquifers in the basin, their three dimensional extent
and the physical and chemical characteristics of their groundwater; estimates of
the quantity of water in the aquifers and aquifer recharge rates: and
descriptions of the aquifer recharge areas. In addition, EPA recommends BLM
consider the Wyoming Ground Water Vulnerability Assessment Handbook
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(SDVC Report 98-0 1. 1998) which includes maps of aquifer sensitivity and
identifies shallow groundwater aquifers that are susceptible to contamination.
Analysis of this updated information in the Final EIS will maximize the ability of
the BLM to determine where leasing stipulations are needed to protect current
and future drinking water resources. The EPA recommends that BLM use this
updated information in the Final EIS to identify water budget projections
related to activities considered on BLM land, since water shortages were
identified in the Draft EIS as a potential concern. In the event that updated
groundwater hydrology and quality information is unavailable, we recommend
that the Final EIS explain that the groundwater resources are not fully defined
and identify the potential future requirements applicable to operators for
gathering information on water quality and depth of useable groundwater and
subsequently to comply with protective requirements as appropriate.

10261 10261-5 The Draft EIS provides insufficient information regarding mitigation
measures that could be employed to protect groundwater resources.

2031

10261 10261-6 According to the Draft EIS, one of the key ways BLM intends to address these
potential impacts is to establish best management practices (BMPs). However,
the Draft EIS does not provide the specificity needed to assess the adequacy of
the BMPs. EPA suggests that BLM provide this specificity by including additional
information in the Final EIS on the types of BMPs the BLM plans to implement
including the circumstances under which the BMPs would be applied.
Specifically, EPA recommends the Final EIS include: 1) A list of BMPs that may
be required to protect groundwater resources. EPA recommends BLM consider
the groundwater BMPs that were developed for the Pinedale Anticline oil and
gas field in response to monitored groundwater contamination.2) Identification
of the circumstances under which the BMPs would be applied (e.g. wetlands,
shallow water aquifers. proximity of water wells.)3) Identification of how BMPs
would be monitored and enforced.

2031

10261 10261-7 We recommend that the BLM develop lease stipulations for sensitive resources
to ensure that the potentially significant impacts are avoided as much as
possible. Our specific recommendations for stipulations to avoid and protect
sensitive drinking water resources are attached (See Attachment 3). EPA
developed these recommendations based on the Wyoming's Source Water
Assessment and Protection Guidance (October 2000) and in consideration of
BLM's Instructional Memorandum UT 2010-055 Protection of Groundwater
Associated with Oil and Gas Leasing, Exploration, and Development.

2031

10261 10261-8 The Draft EIS contains insufficient information to evaluate the adequacy of
BLM's planned groundwater monitoring program. The Draft EIS indicates the
BLM plans to require groundwater monitoring "in areas of concentrated oil and
gas development where groundwater has been determined to be of 'High' and'
Moderately High' priority by Wyoming DEQ" (Management Action 1028. Draft
EIS page 2-47). However, neither the location of the development relative to
the WDEQ priority areas nor the level of monitoring to be expected of oil and
gas lease holders is disclosed. EPA believes this information is necessary to
evaluate the adequacy of the proposed monitoring program and therefore
requests that it be it included in the Final EIS/RMP. An essential component of
future project-level monitoring is baseline and long-term monitoring for private
wells and clearly defining how the water supply will be replaced in the event
that it is impacted. Monitoring is important to assure mitigation measures are
adequate and that groundwater resources are being fully protected. In the

2031
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absence of modeling to determine the distance from the project at which
impacts may occur we recommend that monitoring occur in private wells within
one mile of the project area (the BLM Pinedale Anticline project and the U.S.
Forest Service Eagle Prospect project area examples of where similar monitoring
programs have been established). Groundwater baseline monitoring may also
be necessary to identify the depths of aquifers that are used or could be used in
the future for drinking water, referred to as Underground Sources of Drinking
Water (USDWs). Aquifers are presumed to be USDWSs unless they have been
specifically exempted or if they have been shown to fall outside the definition of
USDW (e.g.. over 10,000 mgf TDS). We further recommend that the Final
EIS/RMP include a commitment that future project-level NEPA analyses for oil
and gas development will contain a specific comprehensive monitoring plan and
program to track groundwater impacts as drilling and production operations
occur.

10262 10262-12 Relevance and importance criteria used in the analysis of Areas of Critical 2001
Environmental Concern {ACEC) is generic and does not include data sets to
confirm or deny the four noted importance criteria and the five relevance
criteria.

10262 10262-7 Protective measures for fish include intensively manage intermittent streams on 2002
a case-hby-case basis. Intensive management measures for fish, or their need,
are not disclosed and thus could unnecessarily hamper local governments and
stakeholders.

10262 10262-89 Throughout the RMP/EIS, there are many terms and practices regarding fish 2002
resources that are not defined or described. The issues have been highlighted
where clarification is needed, including questions that will assist in better
identifying where such information is lacking.

10262 10262-200 | Please justify only including carbon dioxide emissions in Tables 4-3 and 4-4, 2003
particularly when they are titled “Carbon Dioxide Equivalent Emissions”
implying inclusion of other greenhouse gases.

10262 10262-2 Cultural site and historic trail buffers are excessive. Alternative D buffers for 2004
cultural sites, national, and cther historic trails would restrict or constrain
resources uses on BLM that have yet to be identified. The BLM does not identify
intact segments of historic trails nor do they identify cultural sites where the
scene and setting is intact. The three mile buffer on cultural sites and the two,
three, and five mile buffers (depending upon resource) of the historic trails shall
be reduced and the BLM must identify exactly where the scene and the setting
is intact in the Bighorn Basin to effectively analyze the economic impacts of
these actions. If the BLM cannot produce intact segments of historic trails or
properly identifying the cultural sites where the scene and setting is intact then
the buffers for both resources will be eliminated.

10262 10262-275 | Inthe description of the affected environment, Table 3-19 on page 3-65 should 2008
be re-titled. It displays fire regime groups not the fire regime condition
classification system.

10262 10262-276 | The bottom of page 3-65 needs references to support the rationale for not 2008
allowing fires to burn in cheatgrass invaded sage-grouse habitats. The
assumption is that cheatgrass will expand and damage sage-grouse habitat. This
is a statement of fact that needs to be supported by scientific evidence. We do
not necessarily disagree, but some explanation or reference should be provided.
10262 10262-277 | On page 3-67, the sentence stating “Upslope from the basin bottom, fuel types 2008
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and fire regimes are similar to those found in the physiographic areas, and
nearly all wildfires and prescribed fires occur in these areas” needs to be
corrected. The use of “physiographic” in this sentence is awkward and
confusing.

10262

10262-278

The fire and fuels analysis could benefit from a better explanation or
quantification of fuels conditions. Right now there is only a cursory discussion of
the existing condition of fuels. Of the lands that are classed in FRCC 2 and 3,
what vegetation types that are most changed? Table 3-21 identifies acres of
fires burned. It would be helpful to know the cover types these wildfires
occurred.

2008

10262

10262-279

In Section 3.2.2 (prescribed fires), there is no quantification. Please include the
acreage of fuel treatments per year by cover type.

2008

10262

10262-280

No analysis methods are identified in the environmental consequences, only
assumptions and definitions are given. What are the indicators? How are
alternatives being compared? Without this discussion, much of the following
analyses are meaningless. It seems much of the subsequent analysis is based on
speculation because it is difficult to predict fire behavior, weather, etc. While
this is understandable, there should probably be a discussion here about the
nature of the unpredictability of variables and outcome.

2008

10262

10262-281

Several issues are identified as potentially “adversely impacting wildfire
management” but there is no indication to the context or intensity. Are these
impacts significant? Why or why not? If these can’t be quantified they at least
have to be explained in more detail to explain more about significance. This
needs to be addressed throughout the majority of the fire and fuels section.

2008

10262

10262-282

Under the discussion in the last paragraph of page 4-90 in Section 4.3.1.3,
quantitative figures are finally given. Unfortunately, the context and intensity is
not adequately discussed. It appears here that the analysis is using acres of
treatment as an indicator. What do these numbers mean? Are they significant?
Are they discountable? How does this help someone make a decision onthe
best alternative? Please frame this discussion with better interpretation of the
differences and how this would help the decision maker decide on an
alternative. This needs to occur wherever numbers are presented.

2008

10262

10262-86

The fire and fuels analysis could benefit from a better explanation or
quantification of fuels conditions. In its current form, there is only a cursory
discussion of the existing condition of fuels

2008

10262

10262-1

The Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) is not given a seat
at the table in the monitoring of air quality in the Bighorn Basin. Air quality and
state-of-the-art monitoring is important to the LGCA. It is fundamental that the
WDEQ is given primacy in monitoring of air quality in the Planning Area.

2009

10262

10262-180

Page 3-5 states that air quality monitoring sites in the Bighorn Basin and
relevant sties nearby are listed in Table 3-1. Please include a map of the air
quality monitoring sites listed in Table 3-1.

2009

10262

10262-181

The North Absaroka is described as one of two air quality monitors located in
the planning area. The location provided in Table 3-1 places the site outside of
the planning area. Please clarify this discrepancy.

2009

10262

10262-182

The process for identifying relevant air quality monitoring sites is not described
in the RMP/EIS. Please include the criteria used in selecting relevant sites.

2009

10262

10262-183

Along with descriptions of the site selection process, please include an
expanded description of the relevant sites, particularly the differencesin

2009
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climate and topography from locations in the planning area.
10262 10262-184 | Please include justification for not including air quality monitoring sites located 2009

to the southwest. For example, the Boulder monitoring station (NO2, 03, and
PM10) is located approximately 70 miles from the planning area, and the
Bridger Wilderness IMPROVE moniter is located approximately 58 miles from
the planning area. Both are a shorter linear distance than Thunder Basin SPM
and IMPROVE sites (100 miles).

10262 10262-185 | Following expanded description of the process used to identify relevant air 2009
quality monitoring sites, please provide justification of their ability to accurately
characterize the air quality in the Planning Area. If this justification cannot be
provided, or is deemed insufficient by the cooperating agencies, then additicnal
air quality monitoring stations should be established.

10262 10262-186 | Additional air quality monitoring sites distributed throughout the basin should 2009
be established to accurately represent the air quality in the Planning Area.
10262 10262-187 | Table 3-3 presents applicable standards for criteria pollutants and current 2009

representative concentrations for the Planning Area. Beginning with page 3-8,
the Trends section does not address all sources presented in Table 3-3. Please
provide justification for selection of presented data.

10262 10262-188 | Page 3-13 states that a WARMS monitoring site is currently operating northwest 2009
of Worland. Please present any relevant data from the Worland WARMS
monitoring site, even though the three years of data required for determining
compliance have not been collected. Observed concentrations of ozone at a site
within the planning area would provide information that is more relevant than
data from a site significantly removed from the planning area.

10262 10262-189 | Figure 3-5 on page 3-14 does not include the NAQQS standard for ozone, which 2009
deviates from previous figures. Please show the 75ppb standard in Figure 3-5in
order to clearly represent the standard as compared to ozone concentrations at
the Thunder Basin SPM Site.

10262 10262-199 | Please include measurements from the Worland monitor established in 2010. 2009

10262 10262-114 | There are no impacts disclosed for management actions relating to wildlife 2011
habitat, special status species, special designations, etc., although it states that
“when rangelands are not meeting resource objectives, the BLM implements
changes in grazing management”.

10262 10262-115 | There are also several areas in the management action Table 2-5 (RMP/EIS pg. 2011
2-1604€"162) that state management must be consistent with “other resource
objectives”, but does not disclose which resources or objectives. The other
resource management actions could have significant impacts to livestock
grazing, but are not disclosed in the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-15 Counter to existing BLM RMPs in Wyoming, the RMP/EIS discloses in the 2011
glossary that grazing is a “surface disturbing activities.” Livestock grazing should
not be considered a surface disturbing activity due to the onerous/nebulous
requirements that such a designation would carry.

10262 10262-177 | The LGCA is concerned that these other resource management actions could 2011
have significant impacts to livestock grazing but are not disclosed in the
RMP/EIS. The County and Conservation District Land Use Plans are clear in that
they are opposed to any reductions in grazing, particularly if they are not
backed up by scientific data including monitoring of vegetation resources, trend
analyses, etc.
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10262

10262-298

This section presents that in 2007, "...the WFQ estimated that approximately
57,000 acres in the field office were infested with nonnative annual bromes."
This inventory is stated to only cover 10% of the Bighorn Basin so, "actual
infested acreage might vary." We argue that this acreage could be substantially
higher. The 57,000-acre figure is contradictory to table 3-22 in the RMP/EIS,
which presents acres for non-native annual bromes at 37,505 for BLM surface
estate and 46,875 for BLM mineral estate. [Figure 11 Spatial comparison of
BLM's 'BighornBasin_GapVegetation' and "WFO_Invasive_NonNative' GIS layers]
The discrepancy seems to lay in the GIS data provided by the BLM. A GIS layer
entitled '"WFO_Invasive_NonNative' totals 57,413 acres, which approximates the
57,000 acres presented in section 3.4.4. The issue seems to be that not all of the
shapes in the "WFO_Invasive_NonNative' GIS layer were incorporated into the
'‘BighornBasin_GapVegetation' GIS layer. Figure 11 below presents a comparison
of the BLM's 'BighornBasin_GapVegetation' and "WFO_Invasive_NonNative' GIS
layers. Notice how only some of the shapes from "WFO_Invasive_NonNative'
were captured by the 'BighornBasin_GapVegetation' layer. The LGCA requests
that this issue be explained and corrected, and a complete vegetation and
noxious weed inventory be completed for the basin.

2012

10262

10262-299

Cooperative Management in Invasive Species and Pest Control In this section it
is stated, "The goal is to contain and reduce densities of known invasive species
populations." This sentence needs to be introduced to state that only very small
portions of the Bighorn Basin have been inventoried for weeds and the
sentence in question needs to be added to account for newly identified
populations.

2012

10262

10262-88

Within the Invasive Species and Pest Management section there is nearly
nonexistent disclosure of relevant field-verified data. The most glaring
deficiency within this subject area is that only 10% of the Worland Field Office
has been inventoried for invasive nonnative annual bromes. Clearly an EIS
cannot accurately analyze the impact of invasive species when only 10% of the
Worland Field Office has been inventeried. Prior to finalization, the BLM must
conduct a new, expanded inventory and reanalyze impacts.

2012

10262

10262-268

Also, following any updates to the oil and gas development potential in the
Planning Area the BLM shall reevaluate the indirect impacts from ROW
management actions.

2013

10262

10262-53

Withdrawals: Alternative A GIS files contain blank records in the GIS attribute
tables. Acres do not match those in the RMP.

2013

10262

10262-229

The BLM reviewed proposals for three areas nominated for MLP reviews:
Absaroka-Beartooth Front, Fifteen Mile, and Bighorn Front. After review, the
BLM stated none of the areas met the criteria necessary for MLP analysis;
however, they did identify resources of concern within those areas. They also
stated additional MLP areas may be identified and analyzed at the BLM’s
discretion at any time.

2014

10262

10262-230

The LGCA is concerned that future lease sales and therefore exploration and
production may be slowed significantly if MLPs are required in other sections of
the Planning Area, or if the BLM identifies additional resources of concern in the
three MLPs analyzed to date.

2014

10262

10262-242

The LGCA requests an addition to that list: the additional challenges resulting
from NEPA processes that may be necessary if the IM 2010-117 is implemented
prior to the letting of leases in the Planning Area, as discussed above. It is

2014
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thought that the execution of a MLP will detrimentally impact oil and gas
exploration and development and could ultimately force oil and gas companies
to spend their exploration budgets elsewhere.

10262 10262-265 | The LGCA is concerned that future lease sales and therefore exploration and 2014
production may be slowed significantly if MLPs are required in other sections of
the Planning Area, or if the BLM identifies additional resources of concern in the
three MLPs analyzed to date. Further, if either of those issues arises in the
future and the BLM requires a MLP to be conducted, it is possible oil and gas
companies will become discouraged and will not pursue leasing in the Planning
Area. Please reevaluate these consequences before accepting Instruction Memo
2010-117 as permanent direction.

10262 10262-143 | The Alternative D GIS shapefile for Mineral Constraints does not include the 2015
standard constraint restriction category.
10262 10262-144 | The shapes on Map 20 closely, but not exactly, matched the resulting analysis 2015

performed by the LGCA for the standard constraints. The acreage reported in
the RMP Table 2-5, record number 2024, of approximately 257, 000 acres did
not match the resulting GIS acres of approximately 200,000.

10262 10262-145 | Anissue with the definition query given to the LGCA by Mr. Hiner has arisen 2015
during the GIS data review and acreage analysis. The definition query provided
by Mr. Hiner is Fed_Min = All, Qil-Gas, Qil-Gas-Ceal, and Qil-Gas-Sand-Gravel.
The Alternative D Mineral Constraints GIS shapefile was cut to the Federal
Mineral Ownership GIS file to disclose acres of constraints only on BLM
administered minerals for oil and gas development. The red outlines and blue
highlights on the following map [Figure 2] are the federal mineral ownerships
for the BLM. The green polygons are the Alternative D Mineral Constraints that
were cut to the Federal Mineral Ownership according to Mr. Hiner. The map
shows that the polygons are not coincidental and boundaries do not align. The
Alternative D Mineral Constraints migrate in and out of the “Other” mineral
ownership category in the Federal Mineral Ownership layer. The “Other”
category was not included in Mr. Hiner’s query for federal mineral ownership in
relation to mineral constraints. The conclusicn drawn is that the LGCA received
an inaccurate Federal Mineral Ownership layer or that the layer has been edited
in such a way that the edits are unbeknownst to anyone other than the BLM.
Due to this issue, the LGCA will be unable to accurately verify any analysis
related to federal mineral ownership or reporting of related acreages in the
RMP.

10262 10262-146 | After review of the BLM-provided GIS data for Withdrawals, the LGCA has been 2015
unable to reproduce the acreage reported in Table 2-2 in the RMP. Several
factors contribute to the irreproducible acreages reported in the RMP. The GIS
attribute tables for both Alternative A and D GIS data are missing information.
There are blank records in the attribute table. The selection process for
identifying the lands carried forward as Withdrawals was not documented in
the GIS data. Trial and error reviews of query selections and a review with Mr.
Hiner, failed to resolve the issue of the selection process. The blank records
contribute significantly to the difficulty of identifying the selection process and
reconciling mismatching acreages. To date, Mr. Hiner at the BLM has not been
able to resolve the Withdrawals issues. The LGCA will continue to seek
resolution of these issues. The following screen shot [Figure 3]A documents the
missing attribute data in Alternative A Withdrawals. The highlighted column is
the Withdrawal classifications.
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10262 10262-154 | Upon review of the constraints on leasing for geothermal development, the 2015
LGCA was unable to match the acreages of “open to geothermal leasing” and
“administratively unavailable to geothermal leasing” for Alternative D. A
dissolve process based on constraint designations was performed in an attempt
to correct for any overlapping polygon or duplication of acres. This process
failed to produce matching acreages between the GIS data and RMP Table 2-2.
10262 10262-155 | It appears that the geothermal leasing constraints still contain overlapping 2015
designations. Controlled Surface Use (CSU) designations overlap into areas with
Timing Limited Stipulations (TLS), resulting in double counting of acreages.
10262 10262-156 | The GIS data presents 387,699 acres as unavailable to gecthermal leasing, 2015
contradicting the 324,737 acres reported in RMP Table 2-2.
10262 10262-157 | Given the overlapping polygons for CSU and TLS stipulations, matching acres 2015

open to geothermal leasing between the RMP and GIS will be impossible
without removing the overlapping constraints.

10262 10262-158 | It appearsthat in the BLM GIS data, CSU polygons were simply drawn on top of 2015
existing TLS polygons. By cutting the CSU polygon into the larger TLS polygons,
the data would not show overlapping polygons and double counting of

acreages.

10262 10262-163 | Review of the new Alternative A Withdrawals file has revealed blank records as 2015
well. This is not a solution to the problem of missing attribute data.

10262 10262-164 | The LGCA should have received the final GIS product which contains GIS 2015

documentation of the acreages presented in the RMP. It isthe LGCA’s
contention that the BLM should have sent the final product of ICF’s completed
analyses of GIS data that yielded the numbers produced in the RMP. These files
would have included the appropriate metadata describing how the files were
produced from the original BLM files supplied to ICF. These files are required as
part of the administrative record.

10262 10262-165 | Final analysis GIS files er specific definition queries had to be preduced to 2015
accurately report RMP analysis acreages. If ICF performed the GIS analysis, then
they must have final analysis files or definition queries.

10262 10262-166 | The updated file contains missing data in the attribute table. Caleb’s email 2015
discussed how to complete the GIS attribute table based on Table 3-40 in the
RMP and how to clip the Withdrawals to the Federal mineral ownership layer.
This should have been done by the BLM.

10262 10262-167 | The LGCA pointed out a 42-acre parcel of Withdrawals for Alternative Aand D 2015
located on private surface and private subsurface. This should not have been
included in the Withdrawals for either alternative. Forty-two acres does not
seem significant on a 4.2 million acre Federal mineral ownership scale. When
the bentonite industries current operations are only 1,200 acres (4% of their
operations), 42 acres becomes more significant.

10262 10262-245 | Yet, the calculated percentages for each classification category (high, medium, 2015
and low) are not disclosed in the RMP/EIS. A review of Figure 40 {Potential for
occurrence of oil and gas within the Bighorn Basin Planning Area) presented in
the RDF shows that approximately 92 percent of the Planning Area is depicted
as having high potential for oil and gas occurrence.

10262 10262-257 | On Page 3-42 under Management Challenges it is disclosed that “Approximately 2015
30,000 acres of land has been disturbed in the Bighorn Basin due to bentonite
mining, along with approximately 4,000 acres of road and haul-road disturbance
{BLM 2008c).” These disturbance acres are in conflict with calculations provided
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by representatives from the bentonite industry (Scott pers. comm.). Please
review for accuracy the 4,000 acres of reported road and haul-road disturbance
in the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-52 Mineral Constraints: Alternative D Mineral Constraints is missing all records for 2015
the “Standard Constraints.”

10262 10262-56 Geothermal Constraints: GIS files contain overlapping polygons resulting in 2015
conflicting management in those areas and double counting of acres in GIS.
10262 10262-217 | The RMP/EIS (pg. 3-43) states “Coal production in the Planning Area is generally 2017

not considered economically feasible due to the relative thinness of the coal
beds, thickness of the overburden, and low quality of the coal.” Yet there is a
record of historical mining activity in the Planning Area and the USGS named
eight important coal fields within the Bighorn Basin (USDI 2009b). Please
remove or modify the statement in the RMP/EIS in order to accurately portray
the affected environment.

10262 10262-252 | The RMP/EIS (pg. 3-43) states “Coal production in the Planning Area is generally 2017
not considered economically feasible due to the relative thinness of the
coalbeds, thickness of the overburden, and low quality of the coal.” However,
there is a record of historical mining activity in the Planning Area and the USGS
has named eight important coal fields within the Bighorn Basin (USDI 2009b).
Therefore, the BLM shall remove or modify the statement in the RMP/EIS in
order to accurately portray the affected environment.

10262 10262-92 Predators, including gray wolves and grizzly bears, have adverse impacts to big 2020
game in the Bighorn Basin. The RMP/EIS states that management challenges to
big game include (RMP/EIS pg. 2-98): habitat conditions, fire management,
drought, increased development and urbanization, habitat fragmentation,
motorized vehicle misuse, disease, hunter access, and the impacts of livestock
grazing management on the frequency, quality, and composition of key forage
species. Note that predators and predation are not listed as a management
challenge for big game. The BLM must acknowledge, account for, and analyze
the predation of big game species in the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-28 Descriptions of wildlife species and habitats are based on perceptions, not 2025
qualitative and quantitative data.

10262 10262-91 if woody plant communities for pronghorn, mule deer, or moose have indeed 2025
declined, the Affected Environment should identify the key variables and
provide quantifiable data to show baseline conditions compared against historic
conditions (which are also not disclosed in the RMP/EIS) that would support
such a contention. Under CEQ 1502.22 Incomplete or Unavailable Information,
the BLM has a duty to provide relevant information unless it is proven to be
unattainable or the agency would incur exorbitant costs to obtain the
information. Neither of which are the case in this circumstance.

10262 10262-92 Recognizing the mandate outlined in CEQ, 1502.22, the LGCA requires that the 2025
BLM gualify and quantify the aforementioned management challenges for big
game species prior to any management decision(s) that alter or minimize
allotment management plans or allotments, road-use designations, oil and gas
activities, or additional multiple-use activities. At present, the BLM could choose
to alter grazing allotments, road designations, hunting units, etc. as a rationale
for improving big game habitat based on exceedingly inadequate and
incomplete information. The effects of such could have detrimental social,
economic, and political impacts.
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10262 10262-109 | When reviewed by the LGCA, skepticism arose about the wilderness 2027

characteristics, or lack thereof, contained within the areas. Given the vast local
knowledge of the areas by LGCA members, there was skepticism of the
designations based on roads and structures known to be present.

10262 10262-11 The BLM did not identify structures within the LWCs that detract from 2027
wilderness characteristics. Using the BLM'’s own GIS data the LGCA identified
634 miles of roads, of which 518 miles are two track, 442 reservoirs, 296 miles
of fence, 569,273 acres of active allotments, 154 range improvements, 10 miles
of water pipeline, 17 water wells, eight oil fields, 68 miles of oil and gas pipeline,
eight active oil and gas wells, 59 plugged and abandoned il and gas wells, and
248,315 acres (43%) have oil and gas leases. Since the release of the preceding,
the LGCA conducted a local stakeholder review. Likely, these totals will be
increased based on the incorporation of stakeholder review data. The BLM is
required to identify structures based on their own guidance in BLM Manual
6301 and summarize and analyze the cumulative effects of structures on
wilderness characteristics. Clearly, the BLM did not do so. The LWC inventory
must be entirely revised using LGCA input and data.

10262 10262-110 | The BLM ignored their data and other readily available data sources for 2027
structures when designating LWCs.
10262 10262-111 | The LGCA/ERG LWC Inventory found that almost 20% of the 3.2 million acres of 2027

BLM lands in the Bighorn Basin were erroneously identified as having wilderness
characteristics. In the 3.2 million acres, the BLM has identified 56 LWC areas
comprising a total of 571,000 acres. Within 571,000 acres there are 634 miles of
roads, of which 518 miles are two-track, 442 reservoirs, 296 miles of fence,
569,273 acres of active allotments, 154 range improvements, 10 miles of water
pipeline, 17 water wells, eight oil fields, 68 miles of il and gas pipeline, eight
active oil and gas wells, and 59 plugged and abandoned oil and gas wells
(248,315 acres (43%) have oil and gas leases).

10262 10262-112 | the LGCA has requested the BLM to initiate a new inventory process and 2027
postpone indefinitely the management of LWCs until a comprehensive and
objective inventory is completed.

10262 10262-48 Improper or incomplete inventory of LWCs as is illustrated in Appendix A. Note 2027
that the LWC inventory and maps have been presented during public meetings.
There are numerous specific references to incorrect information provided by
the BLM in Appendix A.

10262 10262-49 The BLM LWC Inventory is flawed. The BLM did not include any GIS data for 2027
structures detracting from wilderness characteristics in inventory forms or on
maps. Refer to Appendix A for more detail on this issue.

10262 10262-59 Nevertheless, the BLM-preferred alternative in the RMP/EIS includes LWCs that 2027
potentially reduce or eliminate significant acreage available for oil and gas
leasing even though the BLM LWC inventory included lands that contain
significant development including roads, pipelines, cil and gas wells (active and
abandoned), reservoirs, fences, and grazing improvements. The LGCA LWC
Inventory found that almost 20% of the 3.2 million acres of BLM lands in the
Bighorn Basin were erroneously identified as having wilderness characteristics.

10262 10262-100 | Should any expansion of wild horses oceur, which is not mandated by the 2030
WFRHBA and thus unnecessary, this expansion must result in no reduction in
livestock AUMSs.
10262 10262-102 | Currently wild horses in the Planning Area are within the mandated appropriate 2030
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management level (AML) range established in the Consent Decree. Yet, the
LGCA’s stated position is that wild horse populations should be further reduced
to atotal head that is at or near the minimum AML.

10262 10262-98 The Affected Environment discussion of wild horses states that population 2030
growth is expected at a 15% annual rate. But, in Environmental Consequences -
Methods and Assumptions, it is stated that the number of wild horses would
increase by 18% annually.

10262 10262-99 As a nonnative species that unduly affects grazing permittees, the LGCA firmly 2030
asserts that the BLM should manage wild horses in the Planning Area only to
the extent that the minimum requirements of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses
and Burros Act (WFRHBA) are met.

10262 10262-207 | With the exception of the WEPP model, “assumptions and methods” section 2031
only includes assumptions, not methods.
10262 10262-208 | No actual water quality data is presented in Chapter 3. Although it is not 2031

expected that the RMP/EIS document the quality of surface water in all
drainages throughout the Big Horn Basin, more data should be provided in the
RMP to document baseline water quality.

10262 10262-209 | Indicators for water according to the Final AMS are chemical, physical, and 2031
biclogical characteristics (Page 2-19 of the AMS). No data are presented to
provide a baseline for these indicators.

10262 10262-78 First, the AMS listed three indicators for water: (1) chemical characteristics, (2) 2031
physical characteristics and (3) biclogical characteristics. Yet none of the
indicators is mentioned in the RMP/EIS and no baseline information regarding
the indicators is provided in Chapter 3 of the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-79 in order for there to be adverse impacts to water resources, there must be 2031
demonstrated negative impacts as measured by indicators. Without the
presence of baseline data pertaining to chemical, physical, and biological
characteristics, it cannot be demonstrated that adverse or positive impacts
would occur as a result of any alternative action.

10262 10262-105 | Specifically unclear is the sensitivity levels in the inventory 2032

10262 10262-106 | Why are several VRM classes were expanded from Alternative A to Alternative 2032
D {e.g. Sheep Mountain Anticline).

10262 10262-25 It is unclear how Visual Inventory Classes and Visual Resource Management 2032
(VRM) classes were determined. Specifically, it is not clear how sensitivity levels
were designated in the Inventory

10262 10262-26 it is not stated why some VRM classes were expanded from Alternative A to 2032
Alternative D

10262 10262-16 Acreage discrepancies are present within the RMP/EIS (e.g. vegetation 2033
resources).

10262 10262-24 Vegetation inventories are deficient, particularly invasive species inventories. 2033

10262 10262-284 | Itis stated that Wyoming Gap data are suitable for RMP/EIS level planning. The 2033

LGCA argues that these data are not sufficient and other available vegetative
datasets were not investigated or analyzed. Gap only provides cover type, and
does not provide size/height or percent cover. LANDFIRE offers a nationally
standardized and comprehensive dataset of vegetation cover types, canopy
cover, canopy height, fuels, and fire regimes. The Bighorn Basin is covered by
LANDFIRE version 1.1.0 that portrays the basin for 2008. Version 1.1.0 was
released in early 2011. Besides presenting more current information than Gap
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data, the LANDFIRE data offers increased detail of the Planning Area’s
vegetative components.

10262 10262-285 | Statewide Gap data was modified for the Worland Field Office during the
planning process, but this modification was not identified in the Biological
Resources section. The LGCA has compared statewide Gap data to the layer
presented in the RMP/EIS revision, and the two datasets are inconsistent. The
Cody Field Office matches the statewide Gap layer, but not in the Worland Field
Office. It is misleading for the BLM to state that the Wyoming Gap Analysis data
were used, when, in fact, it is a modified dataset. We request a discussion of the
data used to update Gap, as well as an accuracy assessment of the modified
data.

2033

10262 10262-286 | The RMP/EIS mentions increases in bark beetle activity but provides no
numbers to support this statement. The USFS, since 1994, has maintained an
Aerial Detection Survey providing spatial data of insect damage by year. These
aerial surveys extend past the USFS boundary to the lower tree line, thus
covering a majority of the forested areas in the Bighorn Basin Planning Area.
These data could have been incorporated to better illustrate the insect activity
in the basin.

2033

10262 10262-287 | The description of the existing conditions of forested communities is completely
inadequate. Each of the three forest community descriptions are nearly
identical and portray the communities in very broad and vague metrics. For
example, the RPM/EIS states that lodgepole pine "stand ages are between 1 and
150 years." Not only is this statement vague, but it is contradictory to the best
availahle science. The biophysical setting description for the Rocky Mountain
Lodgepole Pine Forest presents fire return intervals of 100 to 200 years.

2033

10262 10262-288 | The LGCA requests a breakdown of acres by early-, mid-, and late-successional
stages, percent cover, and departure from histeric fire regimes. The discussion
of historic fire regimes is inadequate and no quantification of departure was
provided. Table 4 below is an example of how LANDFIRE data can be used to
quickly analyze forest conditions. LANDFIRE does not provide size {diameter
breast height (DBH)) classes, but does provide canopy height, which can be used
as a surrogate for age classes. A brief review of forest ages within the Planning
Area shows that there are minuscule amount of early-seral forests when
compared to mid- and late-seral stands.

2033

10262 10262-289 | Similar to the Forest Communities section, this section has a lack of citing
literature and no presentation of quality and quantity of the woodland
communities located within the Planning Area.

2033

10262 10262-290 | The LGCA requests that the BLM further address the decline in the forest
products infrastructure in the Bighorn Basin and present the potential of new
technologies to revive production at closed mill operations while providing
forest health treatment opportunities. There is significant potential to use dead
and dying forest products, combined with green woody material, for a myriad of
uses. The economics of such activities improves with contribution from
appropriated fuel reduction funding sources. Long term landscape scale
contracts, such as stewardship contracting, can provide small business flexibility
to meet changing market conditions and supply stability to obtain financing to
make important capital investments

2033

10262 10262-291 | This section speaks to the recent insect outbreak and provides no
quantification. The USFS Rocky Mountain Region, in cooperation with the
Wyoming State Forestry Division, conducts annual flights mapping insect

2033
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damage (USDA 2008). These data are readily available online and cover a
majority of the forested portions of the Planning Area. The LGCA requests that
the BLM incorporate these data into the Forest Communities section of the
RMP/EIS. [Table 5 Aerial Detection Survey Data for the Bighorn Basin 2008]
10262 10262-292 | The RMP/EIS states that shrublands represent approximately 2,690,284 acres of 2033
BLM administered land. Using BLM supplied Gap data and surface ownership
GIS layers, the LGCA cannot recreate this number. BLM GIS files display
2,662,057 acres of shrublands. The LGCA requests that the BLM explain this
discrepancy. The source of this inconsistency could be generated by the
designations of shrublands and barren types. RMP/EIS Table 3-22 presents
barren lands as 43,114 acres, and BLM-provided GIS files present 71,314 acres.
This 28,000-acre discrepancy can be traced to a single Gap polygon located
southwest of Burlington, which is attributed as Basin exposed rock/soil type in
the Description field in the BLM Gap data, but is displayed as ‘Shrubland-
Sagebrush' on Map 29 of the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-293 | Additionally, the BLM-supplied Gap data had three blank records, totaling 1,340 2033
acres. These areas are classified as forests/woodlands and riparian/wetlands on
Map 29. We request justification for these assignments.

10262 10262-294 | Table 6 presents successional classes for the Inter-Mountain Basins Big 2033
Sagebrush Shrubland - Wyoming Big Sagebrush biophysical setting. This analysis
shows that there is a buildup of late-seral stands of sagebrush, uncharacteristic
of historic plant communities (USDA and USDI 2010). [Table 6 Successional
Classes in the Inter-Mountain Basins Big Sagebrush Shrubland - Wyoming Big
Sagebrush Biophysical Setting (USDA and USDI 2010)] Reference conditions for
the Wyoming Big Sagebrush type show a historical presence of 15% and 5% in
Class A and B respectively (Barret et al. 2010). This distribution of early- and
mid-seral stands was driven by the mean fire return interval of 54 years for the
Wyoming Big Sagebrush type (Barret et al. 2010). The departure from historic
conditions provided in Table 6 can be further examined by analyzing the fire
regime condition classes (FRCC) in these shrubland habitats. Landscapes
determined to fall within the category of FRCC 1 contain vegetation, fuels, and
disturbances characteristic of the natural regime; FRCC 2 landscapes are those
that are moderately departed from the natural regime (34-66% departure); and
FRCC 3 landscapes reflect vegetation, fuels, and disturbances that are
uncharacteristic of the natural regime (67-100% departure) (USDA 2007). Table
7, below, presents the FRCC of the major shrubland existing vegetation types.
[Table 7 Fire Regime Condition Class by Existing Vegetation Type (USDA and
USDI 2010)] The buildup in late-seral sagebrush stands, presented in Table 6,
can be explained by the increase in FRCC 2 presented in Table 7. The major
driver of this increase can be attributed to missing one or more burn cycles, or
an increase in non-native vegetation. [Table & Fire Regime Condition Classes by
Fire Regime Groups (USDA and USDI2010)] Resource Condition The Resource
Condition section presents differing descriptions of fire's role in the
sagebrush/grassland communities. It is discussed that lack of fire has lead to an
increase in juniper and a loss of age class and structural diversity, and it is stated
that areas experiencing multiple wildfires have been converted to cheatgrass
monocultures. There needs to be a more in-depth discussion of the role of fire,
which should be accompanied with tabular and spatial data.

10262 10262-295 | Riparian/Wetland Communities Existing conditions and acres are lacking. 2033
10262 10262-296 | It is stated that, "Based on PFC assessments, many riparian/wetland areas in the 2033
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planning area have improved over the last 15 to 20 years in response to
implemented changes in grazing and other management actions.” Table 3-23
presents a current PFC inventory for wetlands. Data to show the PFC ratings
from 15-20 years ago are not presented. If the BLM cannot show two
inventories with an improvement, the LGCA asks that the above-mentioned
sentence be removed or rewritten.

10262 10262-297 | Inthe Management Challenges section it is stated that, "Allotments can fail
standard #2 for many reasons. If failure to meet the standard is attributable to
existing livestock grazing management or utilization level, then the BLM must
make management changes to correct the issue." It is the assertion of the LGCA
that the BLM have a minimum of two data points with a temporal range
showing a downward trend before any grazing management decisions are
made.

2033

10262 10262-301 | Many of the vegetation goals and objectives deal with the desired plant
community without adequate discussion of ecological sites or a breakdown of
the existing conditions across the basin. The LGCA requests that a full
description of ecological sites and the methods used to calculate percent
similarity to historic climax plant community are provided.

2033

10262 10262-302 | The figures presented in Record #4031, in Table 2-5, under the Alternative A
column, need to specify if they are goals for percent composition by weight or
by cover.

2033

10262 10262-303 | Table 4-8 in this section does not present totals by alternative. Upon migrating
these data into Excel and calculating totals by alternative, it was noted that very
few of the totals matched the acreages provided in RMP/EIS Table 2-2. The
LGCA requests that this table be reworked, with totals added, to match Table 2-
2.

2033

10262 10262-306 | The adverse and beneficial impacts need to be better explained. The RMP/EIS
states that grazing and fire could be adverse or beneficial, and no reasoning or
explanation is provided. Neither the role of fire in these vegetative systems nor
a discussion of the benefits of proper grazing are presented.

2033

10262 10262-307 | The RMP/EIS states, "Current trends in plant succession and vegetation health
would continue." This does not account for the recent drought or the
anticipated effects of climate change. The LGCA encourages the BLM to add a
discussion with recent climatic and vegetative trends.

2033

10262 10262-308 | The RMP/EIS states that disturbed shrublands will regain "pre-disturbance
structure and density for more than 20 years." This statement is grossly
underestimated, not referenced, and is in direct contradiction to the RMP/EIS.
On page 3-87 the RMP/EIS states, "Many reclamation efforts performed 20 or
more years ago still do not have shrubs established..." There is a wealth of
research available concerning this issue. The LGCA requests that the following
be incorporated into the RMP/EIS: removal of the 20-year figure, citation of
literature, and reanalysis of the environmental consequences. Following intense
fire or other disturbances that completely remove canopy cover, herbaceous
species will dominate the ecological site, and recovery to 20% big sagebrush
canopy cover may take 40 years (Young and Evans 1989) or longer (West and
Yorks 2002). Canopy cover is defined as the percentage of ground covered by a
vertical projection of the outermost perimeter of the natural spread of foliage
of plants, including small openings within the canopy (Butler et al. 1997).
Evidence of long-term stable grass communities for sagebrush sites in Wyoming
are illustrated by models developed for the LANDFIRE project {USDA and USDI

2033
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2010). Model R2SBWY is designed for a Wyoming big sagebrush semi-desert site
and it estimates that it will take 20 years for natural succession after a fire for
shrubs to achieve 10% cover. Model ROSBDW (Low sagebrush shrubland)
estimates that following fire it will take 20 years for shrubs to have greater than
5% cover (USDA et al. 2011). Watts and Wambolt (1996) estimated that it will
take approximately 30 years for big sagebrush cover to reach 13.5%in
southwestern Montana after fire. In Montana, Eichhorn and Watts (1984) did
not find seedling recruitment in a former Wyoming big sagebrush /bluebunch
wheatgrass site 14 years post-fire. Similarly, Wambolt and Payne (1986) found
less than 2% canopy cover of Wyoming big sagebrush 18 years post-fire (Watts
and Wambolt 1996). Blaisdell et al. {1982) noted the effective use of prescribed
fire could reduce cover for 25 to 50 years.

10262 10262-309 | The RMP/EIS states, “Grassland and shrubland communities would be 2033
maintained with a mix of species composition, cover, and age classes.” The
RMP/EIS does not disclose these data. The LGCA requests that the RMP/EIS
present a table outlining the current cover type, cover, and age classes.
LANDFIRE data suggest that the current conditions across the Bighorn Basin are
not well distributed, but are instead dominated by late-seral stands of shrubs
(USDA and USDI 2010).

10262 10262-310 | The LGCA appreciates the discussion of the benefits of grazing and fire to 2033
rangeland resources. This section presents the same discussion on
reestablishing grassland and shrubland communities, stating that they "... would
not reestablish to pre-disturbance structure and density for more than 20
years." The LGCA requests that this section be reworked to account for all
relevant scientific research on this matter.

10262 10262-311 | The riparian/wetland resource section loosely describes the implications of 2033
management actions on this resource. This environmental consequences
section lacks the quantity and distribution information needed to adequately
portray the anticipated effects on this resource. As it presently stands, this
environmental consequences section is inadequate for readers or decision
makers to quantify effects or to compare alternatives.

10262 10262-312 | This section states, "In addition, efforts at conserving species, such [as] the Ute 2033
ladies-tresses (a wetland species), can directly benefit riparian condition."
Section 3.4.7 of the RMP states that Ute ladies-tresses could occur, but are not
know to occur within the Planning Area. It is unclear how management actions
can focus on conserving species that are not known to occur in the Bighorn
Basin. The LGCA requests that this section be reworked and updated to contain
acres affected by alternative.

10262 10262-314 | 1. Prior to any proposed modification of AMPs or elimination of livestock 2033
grazing allctments in the Planning Area as a protective measure for vegetation
protection, the BLM will design and implement a comprehensive monitoring
study based on state-of-the-art methods that evaluates vegetation cover type,
percent cover, age/size classes, structure, habitat quality and quantity, and the
effects of livestock grazing in the Planning Area. At the conclusion of the study,
the BLM will coordinate with livestock grazing permittees and local
governments in the Bighorn Basin preceding any proposed modification of
AMPs or elimination of livestock grazing allotments in the Planning Area. If
disagreements arise, they shall be settled through a conflict resolution and
mediation process.

10262 10262-315 | 2. Prior to any proposed modification of AMPs, elimination of livestock grazing 2033
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allotments, or adjustments to fire use plans in the Planning Area as a protective
measure for vegetation protection, the BLM will design and implement a
comprehensive noxious weed inventory. A complete awareness of the noxious
weeds in the Bighorn Basin is necessary for proper management of the
vegetative, and wildlife habitats, in the Bighorn Basin.
10262 10262-316 | 3. The vegetation discussions will be updated by reviewing available science and 2033

incorporating the research, complete with citations, in the Final RMP/EIS. The
vegetation discussions, as they stand now, do not offer the reader a full
understanding of the resources, existing conditions, or how they differ from
historic conditions. Prior to any project level NEPA analyses, the BLM shall
update the vegetation dataset for the Bighorn Basin. This dataset will include
vegetative components (vegetation cover type, percent cover, age/size classes,
and structure), ecological site, fuels, and fire regime information. New
LANDFIRE data that provides the aforementioned data requirements is available
and is more detailed than GAP data, which is currently employed by the BLM.
10262 10262-317 | 4. The BLM shall provide baseline data when disclosing sensitive plants, 2033
especially when sensitive plants are rationale for management actions. The BLM
shall use the Wyoming Natural Diversity Database (WYNDD) GIS data for plant
Species of Concern as baseline occurrence/presence data, but not as proof of
absence. The BLM shall conduct a full inventory, providing field verified
occurrences of sensitive plants to substantiate any future management actions.

10262 10262-318 | Overall, the vegetation discussion in the RMP/EIS is significantly flawed; there is 2033
insufficient data, incomplete inventories of existing conditions, generic effects
analyses, and discrepancies in acreages both within the RMP/EIS and between
the RMP/EIS and BLM provided GIS data. Throughout the RMP/EIS, there is a
lack of best available science and citations are very scarce. The lacking
disclosure of existing conditions adds to the confusion of how management will
work to attain desired conditions. The effects analysis provided by the RMP/EIS
is inadequate and filled with vague descriptions of how management action
might or might not affect resources in a positive or negative manner.

10262 10262-319 | Before the RMP/EIS is finalized, the vegetation section must be substantially 2033
improved. The Affected Environment must compare historic and current
vegetation conditions and habitat quality and quantity. The connection must be
made from historic vegetation conditions to existing conditions, facilitating
connections between desired conditions and management actions. Until a
thorough vegetation NEPA analysis is constructed, the LGCA cannot support any
management actions taken by the BLM for the protection of vegetation
resources in the Bighorn Basin.

10262 10262-87 | The vegetation sections of the Draft Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS are consistently 2033
incomplete, contradictory, and unclear. An Affected Environment chapter
should comprehensively disclose resources, spatially and tabularly, describe
historic vegetative processes and conditions, and then make the case for
management affecting current conditions. With this foundation set, the
Environmental Consequences section can clearly describe how management
will direct resources towards desired conditions. This is not the case with the
Bighorn RMP/EIS. The LGCA feels very strongly that the RMP/EIS vegetation
section is inadequate as a basis for making management decisions with far-
reaching, both spatial and temporal, ramifications.

10262 10262-107 | Of particular concern in the RMP/EIS is the change in travel restrictions that 2034
would limit motorized use from the current management standard of “existing
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roads and trails” to the proposed “designated roads and trails,” which will have
a significant adverse impact on energy development, grazing, and recreation
uses by stifling access. While the issues that precipitate restrictions in
renewable energy development, general rights-of-ways, or travel management
are covered under the relevant resource sections, the LGCA requests that more
information be included in the Land Resources section that cross-references the
rationale for proposed change. With expanded descriptions of decisions which
affect land resources, a fuller understanding can be reached concerning the
variations between alternatives and, ultimately, the future actions undertaken
in the Planning Area.

10262 10262-132 | Under Alternative A, Travel Management GIS data document 1,052 acres of 2034
“open to motorized use.” This figure does not match the 1,320 acres reported in
Table 2-2 of the RMP.

10262 10262-133 | There is a second Alternative A Travel Management GIS file that the LGCA 2034
received from Mr. Caleb Hiner, BLM RMP Project Lead, named Travel
Management Al. Based on cursory review it appears to be associated with Wild
and Scenic Rivers designations. This data should have been incorporated into
the Travel Management Alternative A file.

10262 10262-134 | Travel Management Al reports 56,661 acres of “closed to motorized use.” This 2034
figure is inaccurate because acres were not recalculated when creating this file.
The actual addition of “area closed to motorized use” under Travel
Management Alternative Al is 2,379 acres.

10262 10262-135 | The Travel Management GIS data documents 2,332,505 acres “limited to 2034
existing roads and trails” which does not match the reported 2,332,255 acres in
the RMP.
10262 10262-136 | The TravelMngt column contains one blank record of 4,468 acres. 2034
10262 10262-137 | The Alt_D column matches the “closed to motorized use” restriction for all 2034

records except one, where the “closed” designation in the TravelMngt column
was not transferred to Alt_D column.

10262 10262-138 | There are four blank records in the Alt_D column totaling 13,908 acres with no 2034
direction asto their relevance in Alternative D Travel Management decisions.
10262 10262-139 | The total acreage of “closed” records in the TravelMngt column is 61,001 acres 2034

and the total of “closed” records in the Alt_D column is 53,396 acres. Neither
description of closure matches the reported acres of “closed to motorized use”
reported in Table 2-2 in the RMP of 60,681 acres.

10262 10262-140 | GIS datafor areas where motorized use is “limited to designated roads and 2034
trails” covers 1,057,318 acres which does not match the 1,055,257 acres
reported in Table 2-2 of the RMP.

10262 10262-141 | There is one blank record in the Alt_D column for the “designated roads and 2034
trails” designation that contains a designation under the TravelMngt column.
When removing the blank record, the total is reduced to 1,054,942 acres, which
still does not match the RMP reported acres.

10262 10262-142 | Seasonal restrictions on travel management are only briefly discussed in the 2034
Travel Management section of Chapter 3 and acres of changes to seasonal
restrictions are not reported in Tables 2-2 or 2-5in the RMP. A list of the areas
in which the seasonal restrictions will apply is the only detail reported.

10262 10262-159 | Travel Management GIS data conflicts with RMP reported acreages. There are 2034
two GIS files for Travel Management Alternative A, an Alternative A file and an
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Alfile. Mr. Sanford posed the question as to whether or not A1 was
incorporated into A. Mr. Hiner did not know if it was incorporated or why Al
was created. Al appears to be travel restrictions associated with the Wild and
Scenic Rivers exclusively based on an on screen review of polygon shapes.
10262 10262-160 | Some tables are missing attributes in the Travel Management Alternative D file 2034
which was acknowledged by Mr. Hiner to be a mistake. He noted that if the
“seasponal” acres are added into the “designated” category, the acres should
match for the category of “limited to designated” roads and trails. This solution
is not a solution to the matter of the “closed to motorized use” GIS acres not
matching the RMP acres and is involved in the missing attribute data problem.
10262 10262-161 | The LGCA tried the solutions posed by Mr. Hiner on June 9, 2011, adding 2034
seasonal designation into “limited to designated” designation. This solution did
not correct the acreage differences between the GIS and RMP Table 2-2.

10262 10262-51 Travel Management: Blank records in the GIS attribute table for Alternative D. 2034
RMP vs. GIS acres do not match.
10262 10262-300 | This affected environment section lacks the quantity and distribution 2042

information needed to adequately portray the existing condition for these
species. Each of the 11 species is first discussed in a table and second in a short
paragraph that describes general accounts of physiology, growth requirements,
associated species, and occasionally a general locality of presence. The
Wyoming Natural Diversity Database contains 252 presence locations for special
status plants in the Bighorn Basin, this dataset could have been used to portray
a generalized distribution of these species. As it presently stands, this affected
environment section is inadequate for readers or decision makers to quantify
effects described in Section 4.

10262 10262-304 | The RMP states, "No current forest or woodland inventory or age and species 2042
classifications are available for the Planning Area.” The LGCA argues that there
are data sources readily available that would portray the current forest
conditions. LANDFIRE data and the national inventory system called Forest
Inventory and Analysis were not investigated.

10262 10262-305 | Inthis section it is stated that, "Aspens generally are declining due to 2042
advancement of ecological conditions and succession. The advancement of
ecological conditions also leads to encroachment of evergreen species into
aspen stands; for example, shade-tolerant conifers invade and eventually shade
out aspen stands, contributing to their decline." The LGCA argues that this
statement is incorrect and not tied to best available science. Aspen are in
decline due to lack of fire, which would equate to a degradation of ecological
condition (Bradley et al. 1992). The LGCA requests that this section be rewritten
to take into account best available science and to fully describe the ecological
dynamics and fire regimes of these communities.

10262 10262-10 Designation of LWCs could potentially erase $1.9 billion of total potential 2046
output (gross present value) and 434 jobs annually during the drilling and
completion process.

10262 10262-118 | The BLM failed to conduct the required economics workshop, which allows the 2046
public to “identify desired economic and social conditions” and to “collaborate
with BLM staff members to identify opportunities to advance local economies
and social goals through planning and policy decisions.” This failure has lead to
a disconnect between the concerns of the communities of the Planning Area
and the BLMs socic-economic analysis.
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10262 10262-119 | The impact analysis does not satisfy Table D-3 of Appendix D. In particular, the 2046
impact analysis does not describe or quantify impacts to particular communities
{the geographic dispersion of impacts).
10262 10262-127 | Economically, an underestimate at such a scale would have impacts that ripple 2046

throughout and beyond the Bighorn Basin. At minimum, the oil and gas
development sections of the RMP/EIS must be updated to reflect true potential
10262 10262-20 The BLM did not conduct a public Economic Strategies Workshop, which allows 2046
the public to “identify desired economic and social conditions” and to
“collaborate with BLM staff members to identify opportunities to advance local
economies and social goals through planning and policy decisions.”

10262 10262-6 Beneficial economic impacts from Mowry Shale extraction would bring 2046
thousands of jobs and billions of dollars in revenue to the Bighorn Basin.
10262 10262-210 | Further, it is requested that additional mitigation measures be implemented for 2047

project-specific impacts when necessary, rather than an increase in stipulated
restrictions across a larger area.

10262 10262-227 | Loss of leasing opportunities, closure to exploration, or NSO restrictions would 2047
effectively end future exploration of this possible significant shale gas and oil
resource play.

10262 10262-211 | 2007 - Any management decision implemented through the guidance outlined 2049
in record #2007 must be based on sound science and monitoring/field data at
the project level. In addition, when considering drilling densities, please
consider the projected timeline for each project activity.

10262 10262-213 | The RMP/EIS (pg. 3-40) discloses “Disturbed areas must be reclaimed after 2049
exploration and mining activities are completed.” Please clarify this statement
by adding that comprehensive reclamation plans are required for all project-
level activities that exceed casual use and result in surface disturbance.

10262 10262-214 | Additionally, include guidance from the BLM Solid Minerals Reclamation 2049
Handbook and state that reclamation plans will fulfill federal, state, county, and
other local agencies requirements.

10262 10262-216 | It is stated in the RMP/EIS (pg. 3-42) that: Critical thresholds relevant to 2049
continued development of locatable minerals in the Planning Area have not
been specifically determined under the existing management scenario.
However, using the Geographic Information System (GIS), the BLM might be
better able to determine threshold levels of disturbance in relation to locatable
mineral (primarily bentonite) mining, and be better able to make future
decisions because of these capabilities. The LGCA requests that if future
thresholds are considered, that they are made available for review and
discussion.

10262 10262-222 | Inorder to qualitatively understand how restrictions in the RMP/EIS would 2049
affect future development, and by using Alternative 4 as an example, the LGCA
conducted a risk analysis for the total area of the USGS Mowry Shale/Muddy
Frontier Sandstone AUs that do not directly correlate to the RMP/EIS mineral
constraints.

10262 10262-232 | Inorder to accurately characterize oil and gas activity in the Planning Area, the 2049
LGCA requests that data and trends be provided for the following comments:
The RMP/EIS states (pg. 3-47) “There are 82 operators actively exploring for or
producing oil and gas resources in the Planning Area.” Please disclose the
number of operators actively holding leases that are not conducting active
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operations in the Planning Area.

10262 10262-233 | The RMP/EIS discloses (pg. 3-48) “At the close of 2008, there were 4,544 active
oil and gas wells in the Planning Area (BLM 2009c¢).” Provide the start date of
operations for all active wells in the Planning Area in order to determine an
increase or decrease in activity

2049

10262 10262-234 | The RMP/EIS states {pg. 3-48) “There has been an overall upward trend in the
number of APDs approved on federal oil and gas leases in the Planning Area
since 2002, particularly after passage of the National Energy Policy of 2001 and
the Energy Policy Act of 2005. However, starting in 2008 there was a decrease in
APD submissions, which was primarily driven by market conditions for oil and
natural gas.” Provide data by year for these trends in order to portray how
changes in policy and market conditions have affected oil and gas activity in the
Planning Area.

2049

10262 10262-235 | The above statement acknowledges that there are cycles when it comes to oil
and gas production, yet the RMP/EIS completely dismisses the fact that there
could be an upward trend in production during the 20-year planning period.
Characterizing the affected environment to be in a constant decline or static
state limits the impact analysis and prevents successful planning and
management.

2049

10262 10262-253 | Inregardsto interim and final reclamation, the BLM shall include guidance in
the RMP/EIS from the Solid Minerals Reclamation Handbook H-3042-1 and state
that reclamation plans will fulfill federal, state, county, and other local agencies
requirements.

2049

10262 10262-256 | The RMP/EIS states (pg. 3-41) “The six mines in the Bighorn Basin employ 132
persons, and another 360 persons are employed at the milling processing
facilities at six different mills (one in the Worland area, two near Greybull, and
three near Lovell, Wyoming).” The stated number of employees in the Bighorn
Basin provided from the bentonite industry is higher than the number disclosed
in the Plan. For example, Bentonite Performance Minerals, LLC has four full-
time contractors (stripping overburden, hauling bentonite, drilling/blasting and
conducting environmental activities) totaling over 60 employees (Scott pers.
comm.). The number stated in the Plan is the number of employees who work
“in-house” for the bentonite companies, i.e. not contractors. Please include the
number of people employed as contractors for the bentonite industry in the
RMP/EIS.

2049

10262 10262-260 | Moreover, it is requested that BLM modify the description of Alternative C in
Record # 2029 (Table 2-5) as follows: Delineate Qil and Gas Management Areas
{Map 21) (592,983 acres) around intensively-developed existing fields and
existing fields with potential for EOR, using a buffer zone of up to 2 miles from
the outer boundary of the existing field and incorperating all Federal surface
and minerals within the boundaries of ROZ Potential Sites. Within these areas,
manage primarily for oil and gas exploration and development (including EQR)
and carbon sequestration; consider all other surface uses secondary. The cil and
gas management areas would be allowed to be developed at the well spacing
and surface densities (for all surface disturbing activities) of the existing fields.

2049

10262 10262-267 | Itis also requested that the BLM modify Record # 6033 in Table 2-5 {p. 2-111) as
follows: Designate ROW corridors as shown on Map 53. No limit will be placed
on the width of these corridors as long as new linear facilities are constructed
adjacent to existing linear facilities recognizing the need for adequate
separation for operating system integrity, safety (construction and operations),

2049

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS
Comment Analysis Report

B-53

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS

Appendix A-193



Appendix A — Comment Analysis

Attachment B — Draft Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Individual Comments and Index to Summary Comments and Summary Responses

Table B-1. Individual Comments and BLM Response Index (Continued)

- Summa
Comment | Individual ik

Comment
Document | Comment Comment Text

Response
Number Number

Number

appropriate federal, state and local statutes, regulations and policies, and land
use constraints. Where BLM determines that a linear facility should be moved
away from an adjacent utility to avoid a resource conflict, the new linear facility
will still be considered to be within the RMP corridor.

10262 10262-240 | The LGCA agree with WEORI’s position that large reserves of oil will be realized 2051
with the implementation of CO2 EOR in the Planning Area, and as such, the
need for additional infrastructure. In agreement with the State of Wyoming, the
LGCA request that the BLM fully evaluate the potential for significant EOR
development in the Final EIS to facilitate and expedite EQR.

10262 10262-241 | It is anticipated that the Final RMP/EIS will provide sufficient analysis and candid 2051
public disclosure to allow EOR development to proceed using EAs, rather than
lengthy EISs with significant Plan Amendments. Accordingly, the LGCA supports
the proceeding statement provided by the State

10262 10262-247 | The LGCA believes this to be a flawed premise considering the probable 2051
advances in technology over the 20-year life of the plan; technological advances
are a reasonable assumption that should have been used in forming the
baseline unconstrained projection in the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-258 | The LGCA agree with WEQRI’s position that large reserves of oil may be realized 2051
with the implementation of CO2 EOR in the Planning Area, and as such, the
need for additional infrastructure, including additional wells, may have been
greatly underestimated in the RMP/EIS. The LGCA agrees that thisis a
significant oversight and also encourages the BLM to develop a management
plan that encourages and facilitates delivery, utilization, and sequestration of
CO2 in the Planning Area related to EOR operations. Thus, please update and
include information pertaining to EOR implementation, including the effects of
ROW constraints on CO2 delivery, and incorporate those revised projections in
the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-3 There is no treatment or consideration of enhanced oil recovery potential in the 2051
Bighorn Basin. New drilling techniques and the use of CO2 could significantly
change the potential of the Basin to develop energy resources.

10262 10262-81 The RMP/EIS should thoroughly address the likely increase in demand over the 2051
20-year planning period and the increase in development that recent advances
in technology will yield.

10262 10262-83 Yet, recent oil and gas discoveries and comparisons of past assessments indicate 2051
that there needs to be an accounting of advances in technology.

10262 10262-128 | Realistically, the RMP/EIS should be entirely revised and impacts from increased 2054
development should be analyzed across all affected resources.

10262 10262-31 In total, the key findings and issues identified lead the LGCA to firmly assert that 2054

the RMP/EIS is inadequate in its current form. Of great concern to the LGCA is
the overwhelming lack of both historic and current condition quantitative data
in the RMP/EIS. A common theme commented on by the LGCA throughout the
revision process has been, and continues to be, that the BLM is proposing
management actions with associated constraints and restrictions on domestic
livestock grazing, oil and gas development, and the travel management
infrastructure without demonstrating cause and/or need. If the BLM can
substantiate management challenges via data collection and analysis, then the
LGCA, stakeholders, and the general public will have an opportunity to evaluate
the accuracy of findings and results. Should field data and corroborating
research validate the need for an alteration of uses to protect the natural
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environment, the LGCA and stakeholders are willing to collaborate with the
BLM to identify adaptive management strategies that are in the interest of all
parties and Planning Area resources. Unfortunately, the BLM has largely ignored
numerous requests by the LGCA, following review of previous iterations of the
RMP/EIS and Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS), to increase the
amount and use quantitative data and scientific literature in BLM-produced
documents.
10262 10262-32 Accordingly, the LGCA reached out to the BLM to strengthen the definition of 2054

stakeholder in the RMP/EIS. Presently, the definition of stakeholder in the
RMP/EIS (Glossary-37) is as follows: An individual or group (such as local
government) with a "stake" or interest in the success of delivering or
maintaining the viability of a business's products and services. Stakeholders
influence programs, products, and services (BLM 2009a). On August 19, 2011,
Caleb Hiner (Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS Project Lead) corresponded with the LGCA
and propositioned the inclusion of a second definition of stakeholder in the
RMP/EIS. The addition, which will become part of the current definition, reads
as follows: Federal, state, or local governments and agencies, or other entities
where a Memorandum of Understanding, Cooperative Agreement, Interagency
Agreement, or other such agreement has been executed with the BLM, or an
applicant for a BLM authorization or permit.

10262 10262-33 The LGCA supports the revised definition of stakeholder and finds that the BLM 2054
shall update the RMP/EIS with the new definition. Stakeholder is used
throughout this comment document. It use and meaning is compatible with Mr.
Hiner’s proposed revision with one exception. Record #6268, commensurate
with Goals/Objectives LR:10.1 and LR:10.3, in the RMP/EIS (2-160) states the
following: In cooperation, consultation, and coordination with
permittees/lessees, cooperators, and other stakeholders, develop and
implement appropriate livestock grazing management actions to enhance
rangeland health, improve forage for livestock, and meet other multiple use
objectives by using the Wyoming Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management,
other appropriate BMPs (see Appendices L and W), and development of
appropriate range improvements. The LGCA strongly urges the BLM to delete
the word “stakeholder” from this Record #6268 and add the words “interested
public.” Interested public is an established term used in the livestock grazing
portions of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and this RMP must be
consistent with existing regulations. CFR 4100.0-5 includes a specific definition
for interested publics. It is important to cite these regulations in the RMP: CFR
4100.0-5 Interested public means an individual, group, or organization that
has:(1)(i) Submitted a written request to BLM to be provided an opportunity to
be involved in the decision making process as to a specific allotment, and(ii)
Followed up that request by submitting written comment as to management of
a specific allotment, or otherwise participating in the decision making process
as to a specific allotment, if BLM has provided them an opportunity for
comment or other participation; or(2) Submitted written comments to the
authorized officer regarding the management of livestock grazing on a specific
allotment. Even though there is a definition of stakeholders in the glossary,
stakeholders are not included in the grazing portion of the regulations and
cannot be used in this RMP. The definition of stakeholders in the glossary can
include anyone holding U.S. citizenship. The CFR regulations cited above require
U.S. citizens to actively request involvement before being consulted on grazing
management decisions and allotment management plans (AMP).
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10262 10262-67 It is our contention that the RMP/EIS in its present iteration is incomplete in 2054

numerous capacities. Chapter 3 - Affected Environment describes the current
condition in such general terms it leaves the LGCA questioning the existing state
of the natural environment. Is it above average with minor problems or below
average condition with significant issues? The stated problem with Chapter 3 is
that it lacks critical scientific substantiation through data and research. This is
true for both current and historic conditions.

10262 10262-70 A concurrent dilemma with having insufficient methods is that Chapter 4 does 2054
not divulge measurement indicators. Both methods and measurement
indicators are indispensable in an EIS. Measurement indicators define the
variable(s) most likely to impact, negatively or positively, a resource upon plan
implementation. Sans methods and measurement indicators, an EIS is

ineffectual.

10262 10262-72 The RMP/EIS does not adequately describe the environment of the area. 2054
Baseline and historical condition descriptions are not found within the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-19 Measurement indicators are missing for all resources, making it infeasible to 2055
conduct an effects analysis.

10262 10262-47 In reviewing the RMP/EIS, as well as maps and data disseminated by the BLM 2055

during the RMP revision process, it is clear that there are several issues with
data and information presented as fact by the BLM. The hierarchy of federal
requirements, as existing in statutes, rules and regulations, case law, and
agency handbooks and manuals was reviewed and, in fact, corroborates that
the BLM inaccurately used and presented data and information. It is for this
reason that the LGCA asserts that the BLM must recognize and correct factual
errors as required by the Data Quality Act (DQA) of 2000.

10262 10262-57 It is for the highlighted examples of data quality issues in the RMP/EIS provided 2055
above that the LGCA asserts that the BLM must recognize and correct factual
errors as required by the DQA. The DQA was enacted by Congress to ensure
that federal agencies disseminate and use accurate information. The BLM, in
preparing the RMP/EIS, failed to abide by the provisions of the DQA.

10262 10262-58 LGCA members believe that the BLM has ignored in the RMP/EIS numerous 2055
stated policies and goals included in the Big Horn, Hot Springs, Park, and
Washakie Land Use Plans and Meeteetse, Cody, Hot Springs, Powell-Clarks Fork,
Shoshone, South Big Horn, and Washakie County Conservation District Land Use
Plans. In not addressing inconsistencies between the RMP/EIS and County and
Conservation District Land Use Plans, the BLM is in violation of CEQ Section
1506.2 - Elimination of Duplication with State and Local Procedures. The
counties and conservation districts have consistently stated that they favor
continued multiple use and disfavor reducing access to public lands for a variety
of purposes.

10262 10262-60 Implementation of multiple uses through a combination of elements selected 2055
from Alternative A, B, C, and D, which would work to strike an appropriate
balance between traditional and non-traditicnal resource uses and recreational
usefconservation, is the goal of the LGCA. Alternative B and D, in particular,
restrict certain multiple uses (e.g. resource extraction, grazing, and travel
management designations) across much of the Planning Area, which is
contradictory to the stated goals of the BLM, as well as the policies set forth in
the county and conservation district land use plans.

10262 10262-71 The previously identified issues regarding lack of data and analysis to support 2055
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management actions in the RMP/EIS, which are based on lack of baseline or
historical conditions, violate CEQ Section 1502.15 Affected Environment

10262

10262-74

Information missing from the RMP/EIS is extensive and varying in degrees of
absence (from wholesale nondisclosure of historic, baseline, and existing
conditions and quantitative effects analysis to repeatedly not referencing with
citation(s) what is portrayed as statement of fact). CEQ regulations speak
directly to the inclusion or exclusion of “incomplete or unavailable information”
in Section 1502.22

2055

10262

10262-75

Because cost to obtain a significant majority of the missing information in the
RMP/EIS would not be exorbitant, Part A of CEQ 1502.22 is relevant. By violating
CEQ1502.22, the BLM produced a NEPA document out of compliance and
ineffectual in guiding management action in the Planning Area. As such, the
LGCA is gravely concerned that management actions in the future will unduly
restrict or prohibit multiple uses in the Planning Area for the next 20 years.

2055

10262

10262-130

Inconsistencies were found in GIS shapefiles related to the Recreation
Management Areas (RMA), Travel Management, Withdrawals, Geothermal
Constraints, Rights-of-Way (ROW) Avoidance and Exclusion Areas, and Mineral
Constraints.

2057

10262

10262-131

When differences are in the hundreds and thousands of acres, these differences
reflect mistakes and demonstrate that the results of the RMP/EIS cannot be
duplicated.

2057

10262

10262-17

Historic and current condition data for the Planning Area are undisclosed and
necessary for proper analysis of the alternatives.

2057

10262

10262-171

The analysis processes, shapes, and acreages contained within the RMP GIS
data should be complete, accurate, and highly reproducible. They are not.

2057

10262

10262-172

The definition queries for selection processes should have been thoroughly
tracked in GIS or in a text document. They were not.

2057

10262

10262-173

At least one of the two options for documenting GIS analysis should be included
in the project’s administrative record.

2057

10262

10262-50

It is not possible to recreate maps and information based on information
provided in the RMP/EIS. Therefore, the BLM must better describe and disclose
methodologies and correct GIS data issues.

2057

10262

10262-62

It is disconcerting to see significant inconsistencies and inaccuracies in GIS data
in an RMP/EIS that will guide management on 5.6 million acres for 20 years. The
Bighorn Basin RMP will have major impacts to the local communities and
stakeholders in the Bighorn Basin. Inaccuracies in the RMP/EIS need to be
acknowledged and fixed prior to the release of the Final RMP/EIS.

2057

10262

10262-63

The analysis processes, shapes, and acreages contained within the RMP/EIS GIS
data should be complete, accurate, and highly reproducible. The DQA (Public
Law 106-554, R§515) requires Federal agencies to ensure that influential
information, such as that used in the preparation of resource management
plans, be characterized by reproducibility and transparency. The RMP/EIS GIS
data does not meet these requirements.

2057

10262

10262-64

A number of issues were resclved, but many major data issues remain
unresolved. Coordination by ERG’s highly skilled GIS staff should not be required
to use data to recreate acreages and analysis. The definition queries for
selection processes should have been thoroughly tracked in GIS, or at the least
in a text document. Again, this did not occur.

2057
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10262 10262-65 GIS data sets and methodologies should be in the administrative record for the 2057
RMP/EIS. GIS files that match the acreages in the RMP/EIS also need to be
included in the administrative record. The files that the BLM supplied to ERG do
not match information in the RMP/EIS. Proper documentation of GIS
methodologies is required to recreate analyses and acreages reported in the
RMP/EIS.
10262 10262-66 Two options to document GIS analysis and definition query processes when 2057

conducting GIS analysis surrounding public land use policies and projects are as
follows: A complete library of the original GIS data sets with completed
geometry and attribute information is required. The library would be
supplemented by a text document clearly outlining the definition queries and
selection processes documented in order to recreate the analysis processes
performed by ICF International (BLM contractor working on the RMP/EIS) to
arrive at the acreages and conclusions reported in the RMP/EIS. Metadata for all
GIS files should be complete according to the Federal Geographic Data
Committee (FGDC) guidelines. A more common and simplistic approach is to set
the definition queries or selection process, run the analysis processes, and
export them into new, final analysis GIS files and disseminate those to the
public or cooperating agencies. All appropriate metadata needs to be
completed under the FGDC metadata guidelines for all original and final analysis
files. At least one of the two options for documenting GIS analysis should be
included in the project’s administrative record.

10262 10262-8 Geographic Information Systems (GIS) files provided to the LGCA include blank 2057
attribute table records, overlapping polygons of disparate management actions,
and datasets that cannot be used to reproduce numbers in the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-36 Regrettably, in the seven meetings held by the LGCA (attended by 360 2060
individuals {meeting sign-in sheets available upon request)), beginning May
24th in Thermopolis and ending June 1st in Cody, at only one meeting (Worland
May 25th) did one BLM employee (Caleb Hiner, Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS Project
Lead) attend. Only recently has it come to the LGCA’s attention that BLM
employees were instructed by the BLM Regional Director Eddie Bateson to not
attend any of the meetings sponsored by the LGCA (pers. comm. Shockley
Siggins). By intentionally not attending the cooperating agency public meetings
on the Draft RMP/EIS review, the BLM has breached much of the inclusive
guidance in the manuals and regulations (e.g. Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA), NEPA, CEQ, BLM Planning Handbook, Final Land Use
Planning Rule in the Federal Register (Vol. 70, No. 55), and the BLM Contractor’s
Public Participation Plan).

10262 10262-37 The signed Cooperating Agency MQUs state under the “responsibilities of the 2060
BLM” (5) that: “the BLM will utilize the {County or Conservation District name)
input and proposals to the maximum extent possible consistent with legal
requirements and its responsibility as lead agency.” By intentionally ignoring the
seven public meetings (Thermopolis, May 24th, 58 attendees; Ten Sleep, May
25th, 41 attendees; Worland, May 25th 32 attendees; Greybull 78 attendees;
Powell May 31st, 51 attendees; Meeteetse, June 1st, 26 attendees; and Cody,
June 1st, 74 attendees) sponsored by the LGCA to review the RMP/EIS, the BLM
violated the intent if not the letter of the MOUs. Section 6 of the MOU states:
parties will cooperator in the development and review (emphasis ours) of any
operating guidelines or agreements between (County or Conservation District
name) or BLM and other entities involved in the EIS for Bighorn Basin RMP
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effort which might affect the environmental analysis and writing of the EIS. BLM
and (County or Conservation District name) agree to meet on issues concerning
the EIS at the request of either party.
10262 10262-38 By deliberately neglecting public concerns discussed at the local government 2060

sponsored meetings, the BLM violated the coordination, cooperation,
consultation, and collaboration requirements.

10262 10262-39 It would have been in the best interest of the agency and the public if the BLM 2060
would have attended, as the meetings were highly objective, informative, and
civil. The 360 attendees of the LGCA meetings had and have valid interests and
concerns unlikely captured in the BLM content and comment analysis. The
fundamental planning concerns by interested attendees were dismissed by the
BLM and clearly articulated by the Regional Director’s decision to forbid BLM
from observing and listening to stakehelders in local meetings. The fact that the
BLM sponsored meetings were round tables, without the benefit of
presentations or available forums to publically comment, made the BLM
meetings unnecessarily confusing. One participant in the Worland meeting,
while waiting for BLM personnel to finish a non-stakeholder discussion, left a
note which read “this is confusing.”

10262 10262-126 | Inaddition to the expressed concern the LGCA has with the primacy given to 2061
wildlife species and habitat protection (e.g. CSU, NSO, and TLS constraints and
LWC and ACEC designations) is the apparent understated oil and gas
development potential presented in both the RMP/EIS and RFD. Marathon Qil
has stated that in their professional opinion the RFD is understated by a factor
of 25to 50. Using a conservative estimate that the RFD is understated by a
factor of 10, well potential in the Mowry Shale currently under lease would
increase exponentially. In the entire Mowry Shale formation, both leased and
non-leased, the well potential would increase even more.

10262 10262-215 | If there are known commercially viable minerals associated with rare earth 2061
elements in the Planning Area, please provide an inventory per FLPMA Sec. 201.
An evaluation of economically viable quantities should include fluvial placer
deposits.

10262 10262-218 | it is thought that a review of the regional geology provides opportunities for 2061
discovering new oil and gas reserves along the western boundary of the basin
that were not adequately evaluated or had understated potential {i.e. low to no
potential) in the Bighorn Basin RFD.

10262 10262-219 | In at least 16 Bighorn Phosphoria fields, stratigraphic variation contributes 2061
greatly to the structure of the Phosphoria trap and is essential in at least three
fields {Cottonwood Creek, Manderson, and Water Creek) (Stone 1967).
Considering this stratigraphic variation and that one petroleum system in the
basin is sourced from the Phosphoria Formation, it is probable that there are
opportunities for discovering new reserves in this formation (USDI 2008a).

10262 10262-220 | Further, one of the understated areas that may have potential for new 2061
discoveries is the Mowry Fractured Shale as defined by the USGS (USDI 2008b).
10262 10262-221 | The USGS evaluated the Mowry Fractured Shale play in their recent assessment 2061

of undiscovered oil and gas resources of the Bighorn Basin (USDI 2008b). The
Mowry Fractured Shale was included in the Cretaceous-Tertiary Composite
Total Petroleum System Muddy-Frontier Sandstone and Mowry Fractured Shale
Continuous Gas assessment unit {AU) and was also evaluated separately as the
Mowry Fractured Shale Qil AU. The extents of the two assessment units are
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shown in Figure 5. Estimated undiscovered continuous oil and gas reserves were
five million barrels of oil in the Mowry Fractured Shale AU and 348 billion cubic
feet of gas in the Muddy-Frontier-Mowry AU. It is interesting to note that the
Croshy 25-2, Crosby 25-3, and the Ainsworth 13-35 wells discussed above were
drilled outside both AU boundaries, therefore indicating Mowry production
throughout the basin cannot be overlooked.

10262 10262-223 | Infurther support of the RMP/EIS being understated, according to Marathon Qil 2061
Company (Marathon Qil Company 2010): Table 4 of the RFD {the U.S, Geological
Survey’s Undiscovered Reserve Estimates) understates the probability of
significant discoveries in these resource plays.

10262 10262-224 | Uponthere being a successful discovery of these gas plays, the recovery for 2061
each could easily be between 25 to 50 times the projected mean amounts. For
planning purposes, it would be best to include the peotential of each of these
plays, since a successful discovery would generate activity and a significant
positive economic impact on the affected county(ies) and the state.

10262 10262-225 | Another area that may have been overlooked in the RMP/EIS is the Sub- 2061
Absaroka play. The Sub-Absaroka play was evaluated by the USGS in their 1995
national assessment of cil and gas resources (Fox and Dolton 1995) but it was
not included in their more recent 2008 assessment of undiscovered oil and gas
potential for the Bighorn Basin. It was also not included in the 2009 draft BLM'’s
Bighorn Basin RFD analysis.

10262 10262-226 | According to the 1995 USGS assessment, the Sub-Absaroka is a “demonstrated” 2061
oil play located along the western side of the basin beneath Eocene-age
volcanic rocks. That study stated that the potential for significant new field
discoveries was considered to be “good.” Qil was predicted to be trapped in
Laramide-age anticlines and domes, similar to producing structures successfully
developed elsewhere in the basin. In the 2009 RFD, this area is considered to
have low or no potential.

10262 10262-228 | The oil and gas potential within the Bighorn Basin Planning Area is shown in 2061
Figure 40 of the Bighorn Basin RFD. A similar projection for cil and gas potential
in the western portion of the planning area was forecast in the Shoshone
National Forest (Shoshone) RFD {Figure 9 of (USDA 2011)). Those two potential
projections were overlain and discrepancies were observed. As shown in Map
1[BLM RFD Compared to Shoshone National Forest RFD], there are several areas
where the Shoshone RFD projects a high potential for the occurrence of oil and
gas and the Bighorn Basin RFD projects a very low to low potential. There are
also areas where the Shoshone RFD projects moderate potential and the
Bighorn Basin RFD projects very low potential. The BLM should reevaluate the
discrepancies observed on overlapping areas of the Shoshone and BLM RFD and
incorporate this information into the RMP/EIS if determined necessary.

10262 10262-236 | Table 3-16 in the RMP/EIS lists the projections of the amount of oil, gas and 2061
natural gas liquid resources in the Planning Area. The list does not include an
estimate of the Sub-Absaroka play.

10262 10262-238 | Since the Bighorn Basin shares many geologic characteristics with these basins, 2061
it is thought that a number of stratigraphic and structural plays remain to be
found in the under-explored central and far west portions of the Bighorn Basin
{Herrod 2010a). As such, the future drilling activity may be much greater than
that predicted in the RFD.

10262 10262-239 | Also, the methods used to calculate surface disturbance from projected new- 2061
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well counts in the RFD are insufficiently described and the LGCA supports the
following comment provided by the State of Wyoming: the BLM is not as clear
on how impacts are treated and how disturbance is calculated from these well
counts. It is my understanding that disturbance and impacts projected using the
RFD well counts is also provided solely for the purposes of comparing impacts
between alternatives and that it is not BLM’s intention that any of the estimates
of disturbance or impacts provided in the RMP or EIS represent “analysis
thresholds” for determining what actions may require a plan amendment. The
relationship between disturbance estimates and impacts and what constitutes
an analysis threshold is not clear in the Draft RMP and DEIS and BLM needs to
provide a clear statement that exceeding the estimates of disturbance or
impacts in the EIS will not result in the need for an RMP amendment. For
instance, in Appendix T of the draft RMP/EIS BLM calculates short- and long-
term surface disturbance from leasable oil and gas for each of the alternatives.
Short-term disturbance during the 20-year projection period ranges from 1,527
(Alternative B) to 3,771 acres (Alternative C) on public lands. The projection for
fee and state surface is 1,533 acres for all alternatives. BLM needs to clarify in
the Final RMP and EIS that these estimates are provided for analysis purposes
only to demonstrate the difference between alternatives and that disturbance
or impacts beyond the analysis assumptions does not require a plan
amendment.

10262 10262-246 | This suggests that the impact analysis is based on an RFD that does not take into 2061
account the potential for high oil and gas occurrence and the known geologic
and engineering assumptions associated with the Bighorn Basin. Please disclose
the percent for high potential occurrence in the Planning Area inthe RMP/EIS.
10262 10262-250 | The RMP/EIS (pg. 4-77) states “However, because sand and gravel are the 2061
principal salable minerals found in commercial quantities in the Planning Area,
wherever possible, this analysis describes specific impacts to the disposal of
sand and gravel. Acreages of occurrence potential of other mineral materials
were not available at the time of analysis.” There is a discrepancy between this
statement and what has been included in the findings (ex. limestone occurrence
potential) of the Bighorn Basin Solid Mineral Occurrence and Development
Potential Report. Please disclose occurrence potential acreages when possible
in order to ensure that the impacts analysis for salable minerals materials is

correct.

10262 10262-254 | If there are known commercially viable minerals associated with rare earth 2061
elements in the Planning Area, please provide an inventory per FLPMA Sec. 201.

10262 10262-261 | The RMP/EIS understates unconventional oil and gas potential in the Mowry 2061

Shale and the Muddy Frontier Sandstone/Mowry Shale, and therefore, the
potential reserves are not accurately depicted in the baseline development
projections in the RMP/EIS. The BLM should include additional discussion in the
RMP/EIS to accurately reflect unconventional oil and gas potential in the Mowry
Shale and the Muddy Frontier Sandstone/Mowry Shale.

10262 10262-262 | The correlation between RFD surface disturbance estimates and what 2061
constitutes an impacts analysis threshold is not clear in the Draft RMP and DEIS.
The BLM needs to provide a clear statement that exceeding the projected new-
well counts and estimates of disturbance or impacts in the EIS will not result in
the need for a Plan Amendment.

10262 10262-263 | Given the concern that the projected new-well numbers disclosed in the 2061
RMP/EIS could be perceived as a limit, the LGCA requests the following addition
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provided from the Wyoming Rawlins Field Office RMP Record of Decision: “The
number of wells projected in the RFD scenario for oil and gas does not limit or
cap the number of wells that can be drilled, nor the amount of surface
disturbance that will be allowed during the period covered by the Proposed
RMP/Final EIS. This clarification reaffirms that the RFD is intended for analysis
purposes only. Individual implementation level project proposals will be subject
to site-specific NEPA analysis to ensure conformance with the Approved RMP.”
10262 10262-264 | Given the importance of the baseline unconstrained projection for oil and gas in 2061

the Planning Area, the BLM should reevaluate the discrepancies observed on
overlapping areas of the Shoshone and BLM RFD.

10262 10262-271 | Itis of great importance to the LGCA that the aforementioned mitigations be 2061
implemented, because only an accurate prediction of likely energy development
and exploration will lead to proper and effective management and planning. It is
also essential that the impacts to mineral resources be analyzed thoroughly and
accurately, especially since the disclosed impacts for many other resource areas
are coupled with these results.

10262 10262-4 Mineral potential in the Bighorn Basin is significantly underestimated in the RFD 2061
scenarios.

10262 10262-5 Mowry Shale energy potential is not evaluated in the RMP/EIS. 2061

10262 10262-82 The RMP/EIS states under Section 4.2.5 Leasable Minerals - Qil and Gas (pg. 4- 2061

55) the following: The potential for oil and gas occurrence in the Planning Area
ranges from high to low, depending on location, as documented in the
Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFD). The RFD for oil and gas in
the Planning Area analyzed the potential for anticipated drilling activity over the
next 20 years. Lands in the Planning Area are classified as having moderate to
no potential for development of oil and gas resources, depending on location
and based on projected drilling densities (BLM 2009u). Drilling in existing fields
accounts for a large proportion of the growth, with a lesser share attributed to
additional new discoveries in both conventional and unconventional reservoirs.
However, it is documented in Figure 40 of the Draft Bighorn Basin RFD, and
cited in the RMP/EIS, that 92 percent of the Planning Area is classified as high
occurrence potential for oil and gas (USDI 2009a). While it is appropriate to use
past drilling densities in part to establish a baseline for development potential,
it is incorrect to disregard the high occurrence potential throughout the
Planning Area.

10262 10262-84 The RMP/EIS posits that management direction for oil and gas leasing be based 2061
on past drilling densities disclosed in the RFD and, in doing so, may significantly
underestimate the development potential of recoverable oil and gas resources
within the Bighorn Basin. Therefore, the impacts to oil and gas resources are
most likely miscalculated, which in turn leads to insufficient analysis from many
other resources listed in the RMP/EIS.

10262 10262-149 | The Alternative A and D GIS data supplied by the BLM for RMAs are incomplete. 2062
Shapes and records for Worland Caves Special Recreation Management Area
(SRMA), Beck Lake Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA), and
Newton Lake Ridge ERMA are missing from the Alternative A GIS data, but are
listed in Table 4-15.

10262 10262-150 | The Bighorn Basin ERMA is accounted for in Alternative D but not in Alternative 2062
A, which is a misrepresentation of current management.
10262 10262-151 | The SRMA portion of the South Bighorn’s RMA, listed in Alternative D Table 4-15 2062
B-62 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMVP and Finai EIS
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as containing 14,668 acres, is missing from the Alternative D RMAs GIS files.
10262 10262-152 | Maps 59-62 of the RMP do not display all SRMAs, ERMAs, and RMZs located on 2062
BLM lands in the Bighorn Basin. They only display selected RMAs,
misrepresenting the on-the-ground management to the public. That may be due
to the missing data in the RMA GIS Files.

10262 10262-153 | The Canyons RMZ is reported, in Table 4-15, as containing 141,793 acres. The 2062
GIS data reports the Canyons RMZ as containing 127,268 acres.
10262 10262-162 | The RMAs for both Alternative A and D are missing records and shapes for 2062

multiple RMA designations. Mr. Hiner acknowledged that in fact the files are
incomplete and is attempting to track them down. He offered a solution as to
how the LGCA can create the shapes and records. This is not the LGCA’s
responsibility. These shapes and records should have been completed before
they were disclosed in the RMP and the RMP was released.

10262 10262-55 Recreation Management Areas (RMAs): Both Alternative A and D GISfiles do 2062
not show a complete data set of all RMAs included in the RMP.
10262 10262-22 Rights-of-way (ROW) avoidance/mitigation areas are immense (941,778 acres - 2066

2,717,617 acres), economically irresponsible, and not proven to be necessary or
effective in protecting resources.

10262 10262-147 | The LGCA discovered that the BLM Rights-of-Way (ROW) GIS files for both 2067
Alternative A and D contained overlapping polygons resulting in a double
counting of acreages. Also, the attribute table had multiple miss-spellings for
both ROW categories.

10262 10262-148 | The ROW Avoidance Areas acreage for Alternative A reported in the RMP Table 2067
2-2is941,778. The acres in GIS are 973,467. The ROW Avoidance Areas for
Alternative D in Table 2-2 i5 2,512,202 and the GIS acres are 2,536,211, These
differences cannot be rectified with the GIS data supplied by the BLM.

10262 10262-54 Rights-of-Way Avoidance and Exclusion: GIS file contained overlapping areas 2067
resulting in conflicting management in the same areas. This also results in
incorrect acres.

10262 10262-95 | The discussion of greater sage-grouse in the RMP/EIS Affected Environment is 2071
deficient, rendering impossible proper analysis of impacts disclosed in
Environmental Consequences. First, management challenges are not isolated,
but amalgamated.

10262 10262-96 Again, as with big game, the RMP/EIS does not include predation as a 2071
management challenge facing greater sage-grouse. Certainly predation is one of
many factors affecting greater sage-grouse in the Bighorn Basin.

10262 10262-97 Finally, as it pertains to greater sage-grouse, guidance in Executive Order 2011- 2071
5, issued by Wyoming Governor Matthew Mead on June 2, 2011, which
recognizes only Core Areas, not arbitrary Key Areas constructed by the BLM,
and provides adaptive management principles for the species, shall be
implemented by the BLM.

10262 10262-113 | according to the RMP/EIS, the direct impacts to livestock grazing result from 2074
management actions that change AUM allocations or restrict livestock grazing.
Yet, the only disclosure of impacts is for surface disturbing activities and
closures. There are no direct impacts disclosed under any of the alternatives for
management actions that change AUM allocations

10262 10262-14 Reductions in animal unit months (AUMSs) are a result of management actions 2074
that change AUM allocations or restrict livestock grazing. Yet, the only
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disclosure of impacts is for surface disturbing activities and closures. There are
no direct impacts disclosed under any of the alternatives for management
actions that change AUM allocations.

10262 10262-174 | potential impacts on grazing that are not explicit in the RMP. The RMP states 2074
that the current AUMSs of 305,887 will only be reduced by 1-2% over the life of
the Plan. However, according to the Plan, direct impacts to livestock grazing will
result from management actions that change AUM allocations or restrict
livestock grazing. Yet, the only disclosure of impacts is for surface disturbing
activities and closures.

10262 10262-175 | There are no direct impacts disclosed under any of the alternatives for 2074
management actions that change AUM allocations. There are also several areas
in the management action Table 2-5 (RMP/EIS pg. 2-160 - 162) that state
management must be consistent with “other resource objectives,” but does not
disclose which resources or objectives.

10262 10262-122 | the following mitigation/corrective action was devised by the LGCA for wildlife 2076
and grazing: Prior to any proposed medification of an AMP or elimination of
livestock grazing allotments in the Planning Area as a protective measure for
greater sage-grouse and/or other wildlife species, the BLM must design and
implement a comprehensive monitoring study based on state-of-the-art
methods that evaluates species population density and viability, habitat quality
and quantity, and the effects of livestock grazing in the Planning Area. At the
conclusion of the study the BLM will coordinate with livestock grazing
permittees and local governments in the Bighorn Basin preceding any proposed
modification of AMPs or elimination of livestock grazing allotments in the
Planning Area. If disagreements arise, they shall be settled through a conflict
resolution and mediation process.

10262 10262-243 | Therefore, the boundaries of the Alternative D VRM Class Il encompassing the 2077
Sheep Mountain Anticline ACEC should be modified to provide an additional %-
mile buffer of the adjacent Alternative D VRM Class IV to more fully encompass
the bentonite potential areas depicted in the BLM-developed bentonite
potential GIS file.

10262 10262-244 | The RMP/EIS (pg.4-51) states “Under Alternative D, withdrawals are pursued on 2077
the second-fewest acres of ACECs, after Alternative C, but the alternative
includes the most acreage that can be withdrawn in ACECs on a case-by-case
basis for resource protection.” Yet it is unclear if the aforementioned ACEC
acres are included in the already disclosed areas or if they would be additive.
Please clarify this statement and identify proposed ACECs that would be
withdrawn on a case-by-case basis.

10262 10262-251 | The RMP/EIS (pg. 4-75 to 4-76) states “As a result of specific stipulations for 2077
ferruginous hawks, lands where greater sage-grouse and raptor habitats overlap
could be subject to development restrictions for most of the year (9 months).”
Without population data on raptors, coupled with the fact that golden eagle
and osprey “appear to be increasing throughout the Planning Area,” the TLS and
CSU restrictions are too restrictive (see Wildlife Corrective Actions).

10262 10262-255 | Correct the boundaries of the Alternative D VRM Class Il for the Sheep 2077
Mountain Anticline ACEC to provide a %4-mile buffer of the adjacent VRM Class
IV to fully encompass the bentonite potential areas depicted in the BLM-
developed bentonite potential GIS file.

10262 10262-61 With respect to projections of oil and gas development in the RMP/EIS, the 2077
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LGCA believes that the BLM significantly underestimated the potential for
recent and upcoming technologies to develop existing resources. This position is
backed up by letters and comments from those in the industry (see Mineral
Resource discussion and comments). The number of acres administratively
unavailable to oil and gas leasing increases from approximately 155,000 under
current conditions (Alternative A) to over 290,000 acres under the BLM-
preferred alternative (Alternative D). This is not consistent with the goals and
policies of any of the county and conservation district land use plans.

10262

10262-190

Names of Class | and Class Il areas in or near the Planning Area are presented on
page 3-19. Please provide a map of the Class | and Class Il areas in or near the
planning area.

2009_1

10262

10262-191

The RMP/EIS asserts that visibility conditions are excellent at the North
Absaroka site, and standard visual range values are presented. Please provide
the metric, in standard visual range or otherwise, for designating the visibility
conditions as excellent.

2009_1

10262

10262-192

The USFS and NPS have established Level of Concerns for total deposition of
nitrogen and sulfur compounds in Class | Wilderness Areas. These Level of
Concerns are 1.5 kilograms per hectare per year of total nitrogen deposition
and 5.0 kilograms per hectare per year of total sulfur deposition. Please include
the USFS/NPS Level of Concern guidelines on the graphs in this section.

2009_1

10262

10262-193

The air quality environmental consequences section describes the expected
impacts of each alternative using a qualitative analysis. In order to accurately
determine impacts to air quality, comprehensive monitoring should be
performed by the WDEQ. Limited monitoring data and inaccurate qualitative
methods may result in decisions that negatively affect the Planning Area and
management of its resources.

2009_1

10262

10262-194

If estimates for activity data change (for example, if the reasonably foreseeable
development projections are updated), impact analysis should be revised.

2009_1

10262

10262-195

A method on page 4-6 states that “only emissions from permitted activities that
would occur on federal lands within the Planning Area” are included in the
analysis. Please provide a reference that, while only emissions from permitted
activities that would occur on federal land within the planning area are
included, the cumulative effects of activities occurring off federal land and
outside of the planning area will be considered and incorporated into the
appropriate planning documents and project-specific assessments.

2009_1

10262

10262-196

Please justify the exclusion of fugitive VOC and prescribed fire emissions from
the analysis.

2009_1

10262

10262-197

Please justify the exclusion of activities related to the management of cultural
resources, paleontology, recreation, and fish and wildlife.

2009_1

10262

10262-198

Please correlate the annual emissions summary presented in Table 4-2 to the
applicable national and state primary air quality standards presented in Table 3-
3. Quantitative air quality monitoring, by the WDEQ, using an expanded array of
monitoring sites, is necessary to provide an accurate characterization of air
quality impacts during the life of the Plan.

2009_1

10262

10262-178

On Page 2-12, the RMP/EIS states that Certain management actions specify
conformance with Wyoming DEQ regulations (e.g., smoke management rules
for prescribed burns and meeting water quality standards), or specify
enfercement and remediaticn actions. Please include a statement that these
nondiscretionary laws and regulations are presented in Table 2-5.

2009_2
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10262 10262-179 | Within Table 2-5 Detailed Alternatives, Record 1000 states that Goal PR:1 is to 2009_2
“Minimize the impact of management actions in the Planning Area on air quality
by complying with all applicable air quality laws rules, and regulations.” Please
expand Goal PR:1 and its associated management actions to include basic
descriptions of all applicable air quality laws, rules, and regulations, as well as
how compliance will be achieved. Management actions that are currently
presented only specify compliance with Wyoming DEQ Air Quality District
smoke-management rules and regulations.

10262 10262 Record #4055 - Alternative A uses the terms “intensively managed intermittent 2002
part2a part2a-10 | streams” on a “case by case” basis. Without defining “intensively” or the “case
by case basis” decision criteria, any action might be proposed on an
intermittent stream. The impact to intermittent streams and other uses could
be substantial. Alternative B does define which streams might be chosen, but
chooses to use the term “intensively manage” without specifics. Could this
mean an exclusion of cattle or no stream crossings or other uses? Alternative C
uses the same language as Alternative A. Alternative D references no surface
occupancy within % mile of a Class 1 or 2 fisheries and a 500-foot fisheries
buffer elsewhere. Does this mean any intermittent stream contributing to a
fishery could be deemed subject to a % mile or 500-foot buffer? Would
intermittent streams contributing to a class 1 or 2 fishery be subject to a %4 mile
avoidance of surface disturbing activities? Is the use of the term “avoid” meant
as a guideline subject to interpretation as to how it would be appliedorisit a
NSO restriction similar to Alternative A? We propose that this language not be
applied to Record #4055, but rather only to Record #4056.

10262 10262 Record #4058 - Alternative A forms the basis for comparison of alternatives. 2002
part2a part2a-11 Several commonly used techniques are listed including vegetation manipulation
and planting, installing sediment and erosion control structures, fencing, and
acquiring, developing, and maintaining water sources. However, there is little
evidence in the document to support either the need for nor the benefit of the
technigues listed. Alternative B indicates that there are implied management
practices, but none are specifically listed. What management practices would
be implemented in addition to those listed in Alternative A? Are there
additional practices proposed in addition to “acquiring, developing, and
maintaining land and water sources?” There are no references or assessments
to determine where or if such acquisitions are necessary, nor beneficial for
native fish or fish species of concern.

10262 10262 Record #4059 - Alternative A is unclear as to whether existing reservoirs will be 2002
part2a part2a-12 encouraged to have minimum pool depths. Please clarify as to whether the
Bighorn Basin RMP encourages the establishment of minimum pool depths.
Both Alternative B and D reference the term “managing existing reservoirs.”
What is meant by “managing existing reservoirs,” as well as “encouraging
minimum pools?”

10262 10262 Record #4060 - Alternative B proposes to retrofit or design new culverts to 2002
part2a part2a-13 “allow fish passage, both upstream and downstream.” Is this alternative
proposing to retrofit or design new culverts that allow for fish species of all size
classes to have passage? Will fish have passage at all potential streamflows
{(including bankfull)? Will fish passage be provided on ephemeral or intermittent
streams? In most cases, culverts are not capable of passing all species and size
classes of fish at any flow level. Bridges spanning bankfull width or fords would
be required for such wide-ranging passage requirements. Bridges or fords are

Comment | Individual
Document | Comment Comment Text
Number Number
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not mentioned in this alternative. Alternative C proposes to design culverts and
crossings to current standards. What are current standards? What fish species
and size classes are provided passage with the current standards? Why are such
current standards not listed in Alternative A? Alternative D proposes to use
Alternative B practices on a priority basis. What are the priorities? How
extensive are the practices expected to be applied?

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-14

“Campgrounds are not developed under Alternative B, resulting in less adverse
impacts due to recreation access than Alternatives A and C.” Does this
statement apply only to land within % mile or 500 feet of a stream or will no
more campgrounds be built in the Bighorn Basin? Also, why would not well
located and designed campgrounds be less impactive than dispersed camping
that could occur on streambanks?

2002

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-15

Resources Paragraph four, page 4-163 of the Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS states that:
Alternative B maintains natural flow regimes in streams supporting fish,
providing the greatest beneficial impacts to water quantity compared to the
other alternatives. Fencing of wetlands and riparian areas reduces potential
bank degradation and sedimentation from other activities and resources uses,
resulting in greater indirect beneficial impacts to fish than Alternative A. This
paragraph implies that Alternative B maintains natural flow regimes. However,
there are existing alterations due to water and diversion projects and
acknowledgement that oil and gas development may provide produced water
surface discharge, thereby changing natural flow regimes. Due to this, please
clarify the term natural flow regimes.

2002

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-1

Within the Invasive Species and Pest Management section there is nearly
nonexistent disclosure of relevant field-verified data. The most glaring deficient
within this subject area is that only 10% of the Worland Field Office (WFQ) has
been inventoried for invasive nonnative annual bromes. Clearly an EIS cannot
accurately analyze the impact of invasive species when only 10% of the WFQ
has been inventoried. Prior to finalization the BLM must conduct a new,
expanded inventory and reanalyze impacts.

2012

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-2

In section 2.5 Alternatives Summary it states that the section describes only the
key elements of the alternatives (those with the greatest potential to affect
resources). This table should include invasive weeds and cheatgrass since this
resource has the greatest potential to affect resources if not managed properly.
Please include acres of invasive weeds and cheatgrass by alternative.

2012

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-3

The Affected Environment section for Invasive Species and Pest Management is
inadequate and contradictory. Acreages are not consistent as explained below,
there is no information provided on the species types and acres infested by
species, nor is there a location map. Noxious weeds were identified as an issue
early in the planning process, however they are given minimal treatment and
there have been no indicators identified to compare the difference in
alternatives.

2012

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-4

This section states that in 2007 “...the WFO estimated that approximately
57,000 acres in the field office were infested with nonnative annual bromes."
This inventory is stated to only cover 10% of the Bighorn Basin so, "actual
infested acreage might vary." We argue that the inventory is far too minimal
and must be conducted at a much greater scale.

2012

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-5

The Environmental Consequences section does not disclose what the indicators
are for measuring impacts. This section has very detailed information on surface
disturhing activities, is it to be assumed that every acre of surface disturbing

2012
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activity is going to be infested with weeds? Please identify what indicators were
used to compare alternatives and provide a table that displays the differences
between alternatives so that the impacts can be understood.
10262 10262 There are no methods detailed on how environmental consequences of invasive 2012
part2a part2a-6 species were analyzed. There is no quantitative information provided to assess
impacts.
10262 10262 Predators, including gray wolves and grizzly bears, have adverse impacts to big 2020
part2a part2a-107 | game inthe Bighorn Basin. Note that predators and predation are not listed as a
management challenge for big game. The BLM must acknowledge, account for,
and analyze the predation of big game species in the RMP/EIS.
10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: Forest management actions replicating natural 2020
part2a part2a-128 | historical disturbance regimes and managing wildlife habitats instead of, or in
addition to, managing forest products are anticipated to benefit wildlife
habitats. COMMENT: Describe how forest management actions @ differentiate
from managing forest products. The RMP/EIS frames the latter management
regime as less ideal than the former.
10262 10262 However, the Wildlife sections of the Draft Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS are 2020
part2a part2a-16 consistently incomplete, contradictory, and unclear. An Affected Environment
chapter should comprehensively disclose wildlife habitat needs and available
habitat for all species analyzed in the EIS Planning Area. Additionally, when
management challenges are noted for individual species (e.g. greater sage-
grouse) or groups of species (bhig game), such challenges should be disclosed
quantitatively with data and research. Rather than doing so, the Affected
Environment chapter provides little to no historic, baseline, and/or current data
on wildlife species, habitat availability and quality, and substantiation via data
and research to document that the management challenges are in fact real and
accurate as described.
10262 10262 BR:6.1 “In minimizing, avoiding, and mitigating environmental risks to fish and 2020
part2a part2a-26 | wildlife, all decisions and management actions must be substantiated with field-
verified data and best science. The BLM is required, according to case law, to
take a hard look at best science before implementation of management actions.
10262 10262 40863 - Define as appropriate, casual use, and vegetation manipulation. 2021
part2a part2a-31
10262 10262 What the RMP/EIS does not bring to the discussion is how the overpopulation 2025
part2a part2a-100 | of elk has negatively affected BLM permittees. As affected parties, the LGCA
asks that the RMP/EIS qualify and quantify how the increase in elk has:
Complicated grazing for BLM permittees; Compromised the economic viability
of permittees; Disrupted attaining utilization standards
10262 10262 Suggesting that elk have possibly fared better sans reference by footnote to 2025
part2a part2a-103 | the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement is
an issue the BLM must correct before the publication of the Final RMP/EIS {see
Wildlife Mitigations - Grazing, Travel Management, and Mining and Energy
Development).
10262 10262 To begin and end the Affected Environment discussion of moose, the RMP/EIS 2025
part2a part2a-104 | determines that moose are both distributed in low densities and below WGFD-
objective numbers. In determining such statements, the LGCA is perplexed why
the BLM does not provide causation for such, nor how the Agency proposes to
improve moose prospects in the Planning Area. The Affect Environment should
provide a setting for disclosing effects to moose from project activities in the
B-68 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMVP and Finai EIS
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Environmental Consequences. A cursory summary of moose needs and
population numbers is contextually insufficient, which requires the LGCA to
request additional information for moose so that in the future, if resource uses
are restricted under the auspices of protecting moose they can be fairly
assessed and justified (see Wildlife Mitigations - Grazing, Travel Management,
and Mining and Energy Development).

10262 10262 Without question domestic sheep and goat interactions with bighorn sheep
part2a part2a-105 | lead to population decreases in the species. Information disclosing such is
readily available and at least one comprehensive review has been created with
a five-plus page reference list of scientific research pertaining to disease-related
conflicts between domestic sheep and goats and bighorn sheep (Schommer and
Woolever 2008). It is the obligation of the BLM, in asserting the conflict
between domestic sheep and goats and bighorn sheep, to provide basis for such
statements. Yet, the RMP/EIS goes further in stating (pg. 3-97): Bighorn sheep
populations in the Planning Area have increased due to the establishment of
native core areas in occupied bighorn sheep habitat and because of habitat
augmentation and improvement through burning and livestock permit changes.
Does the preceding suggest that the elimination of domestic sheep and goat
allotments in bighorn sheep habitat in the Bighorn Basin has increased
population numbers? Presently, there are no domestic sheep or goat allotments
in bighorn sheep designated habitat. In suggesting that “livestock permit
changes” have facilitated an increase in bighorn sheep, please provide historic
grazing allotment and bighorn sheep population data. Correlation between the
reduction of domestic allotments and increases in bighorn sheep should be
evident.

2025

10262 10262 The assertion is made that habitat augmentation is the other factor allowing for
part2a part2a-106 | anincrease in bighorn sheep. What does habitat augmentation entail? A
definition of this term is requested by the LGCA. The literature does show a
positive response to bighorns from prescribed burning (Bentz and Woodard
1988; Bleich et al. 2008; Dibb and Quinn 2008; Smith et al. 1999). Brown et al
(2010) found that bighorn sheep exhibited increased vigilance around cattle and
thus spent extra energy being alert rather than feeding, which could be
interpreted to negatively impact sheep. Ganskopp and Vavra (1987), however,
indicate that the overlap where bighorn sheep and cattle occur on the same site
was only about 20% due to bighorn sheep's affinity for steep slopes. If the
RMP/EIS is going to conclude that cattle use is incompatible with bighorn sheep,
data on the distribution of steep versus gentle land and amount of land where
cattle can physically interact with bighorn sheep is needed (see Wildlife
Mitigations - Grazing, Travel Management, and Mining and Energy
Development).

2025

10262 10262 The statement that habitat conditions, fire management, drought, increased
part2a part2a-108 | development and urbanization, habitat fragmentation, motorized vehicle
misuse, disease, hunter access, and the impacts of livestock grazing
management on the frequency, quality, and composition of key forage species
may be to varying degrees true. However, the preceding paragraphs, as well as
the inadequate Affected Environment summaries of individual species, provide
an egregious lack of data and research to support such conclusions. For
instance, if woody plant communities for pronghorn, mule deer, or moose have
indeed declined, the Affected Environment should identify the key variables and
provide quantifiable data to show baseline conditions, compared against

2025
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historic conditions, which support that contention and are comparable to
historic conditions, which are also not disclosed in the RMP/EIS. Under CEQ
1502.22, the BLM has a duty to provide relevant information unless it is proven
to be unattainable or the agency would incur exorbitant costs to obtain the
information. Neither of those are the case in this circumstance.

10262 10262 According to the RMP/EIS furbearing animals in the Planning Area have decline 2025
part2a part2a-109 | due to drought conditions (pg. 3-99): Beaver, mink, and muskrat populations
have likely declined across much of the Planning Area due to drought
conditions. Water volumes have decreased in many riparian systems from a loss
of water storage capability and from a lack of precipitation. The distribution of
mink and muskrat populations has shrunk due to a loss of water in some
riparian systems. Beaver depend on aspen, willow, and cottonwood trees to
build and maintain their dams and lodges. Conifer trees have invaded many
riparian areas adjacent to streams due to drying of these sites from a drop in
the water table. Conifers take up available water and space, both surface and
subsurface, choking out aspen, willow, and cottonwood communities. The
conclusion regarding the effect of conifer encroachment on the water table and
riparian vegetation may in fact be accurate. Yet, the RMP/EIS fails to make that
case with its lack of current and historic comparative data. A comparison could
be made between present and past conditions through means as simple as
aerial photos. It would seem that the BLM has conducted field surveys of
riparian areas for decades. Why is that data not presented? Further, provide a
temporal scale of drought conditions that has brought about this change in
riparian corridors. Recognizing the mandate outlined in CEQ 1502.22, the LGCA
requests that the BLM quantify the change in riparian vegetation structure that
has presumably facilitated a decline in furbearing animals (see Wildlife
Mitigations - Grazing, Travel Management, and Mining and Energy
Development).

10262 10262 Generally, the effects of alternatives upon individual species (e.g. elk) or species 2025
part2a part2a-120 | groups (e.g. special status species) are intuitive and comparative, rather than
data- and science-based. For instance, note the conclusion under Alternative B
regarding wildlife species (in particular big game) (p. 4-168): Under Alternative
B, restricting motorized vehicle use and surface-disturbing activities in the
Absaroka Front Management Area provides the greatest beneficial impacts to
wildlife species, especially big game The preceding may be true, but the
conclusion for beneficial impacts to wildlife species, especially big game, for
Alternative B is not supported by cited research, data on existing conditions, or
identification of what variables affecting big game (e.g. hunting season security,
habitat effectiveness, etc.) would be impacted beneficially.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: For each alternative, changes to vegetation types, 2025
part2a part2a-124 | either in quantity, quality, or increased fragmentation, are compared to
baseline conditions. Adverse and beneficial impacts to vegetation types (i.e.,
wildlife habitats) are assumed to have a corresponding adverse or beneficial
impact on wildlife species. COMMENT: Describe and disclose vegetation type
quantity, quality, and baseline conditions. @l At what scale, temporally and
spatially, and to what degree and how will adverse and beneficial impacts to
wildlife habitats have equal and corresponding adverse/beneficial impacts to
wildlife?

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: Disturbance impacts to wildlife are evaluated by 2025
part2a part2a-125 | comparison to current management practices in the Planning Area; increased
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protection in time or space are beneficial, whereas reduced protection result in
adverse impacts. COMMENT: Elaborate and provide measurable indicators for
the statement increased protection in time or space is beneficial.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: Habitat fragmentation adversely affects wildlife. 2025
part2a part2a-126 | COMMENT: Describe if habitat fragmentation adversely affects all wildlife
species equally, regardless the scale/type of fragmentation.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: Prescribed fire, where historical fire regimes occurred, 2025
part2a part2a-127 | is a tool used to manage vegetative communities and can result in short-term
adverse impacts with long-term beneficial impacts to wildlife, certain wildlife
habitats, and in some cases to forage productivity and availability. Explain if
prescribed fire only causes short-term adverse impacts with long-term
beneficial impacts to wildlife? Is this true for all wildlife species?

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: Management actions aimed at benefiting specific 2025
part2a part2a-129 | wildlife species can have adverse or beneficial impacts to other wildlife species.
COMMENT: Provide substantive examples in Chapters 3 and 4 and refer back to
this assumption.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: Surface disturbance generally causes adverse impacts 2025
part2a part2a-130 | to wildlife habitats. Lesser amounts of surface disturbance in wildlife habitats
have a corresponding lesser adverse impact to wildlife compared to more
surface disturbance. The extent of adverse impacts due to surface disturbance
depends on the precipitation zone. COMMENT: Mitigations are available to limit
adverse surface disturbance effects to wildlife habitats. This assumption should
include a statement in that regard. The extent of adverse impacts from surface
disturbance does not depend solely on the precipitation zone. Include in this
assumption all factors that affect the extent of adverse impacts from surface
disturbance.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: Prohibiting surface disturbance or occupancy is more 2025
part2a part2a-131 | restrictive and provides more protection for wildlife than avoiding surface
disturbance or occupancy. COMMENT: Mitigations are available to limit adverse
surface disturbance effects to wildlife species and habitats. This assumption
should include a statement in that regard. Prohibition of surface occupancy is
not the only method of avoiding disturbance.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: The more surface disturbance that occurs on steep 2025
part2a part2a-132 | slopes or on highly erosive soils, the greater the potential for adverse impacts to
wildlife habitats. Adverse impacts from surface disturbance also increase in
areas that receive less precipitation. COMMENT: Mitigations are available to
limit adverse surface disturbance effects to wildlife species and habitats on
steep slopes or on highly erosive soils. This assumption should include a
statement in that regard. The extent of adverse impacts from surface
disturbance does not depend solely on the precipitation zone. Include in this
assumption all factors that affect the extent of adverse impacts from surface
disturbance.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: The higher the road density and the frequency of use 2025
part2a part2a-133 | inthe Planning Area, the greater the potential to degrade adjacent wildlife
habitat quality in the Planning Area. COMMENT: Define adjacent quantitatively.
10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: The BLM utilizes the best available information, 2025
part2a part2a-134 | management and conservation plans, and other research and related directives,
as appropriate, to guide wildlife habitat management on BLM-administered
lands. COMMENT: The LGCA agrees completely with this method/assumption.

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-71
Comment Analysis Report

Bighorn Basin Proposed RMP and Final EIS Appendix A-211



Appendix A — Comment Analysis

Attachment B — Draft Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Individual Comments and Index to Summary Comments and Summary Responses

Table B-1. Individual Comments and BLM Response Index (Continued)

Summary

Comment

Response
Number

Comment | Individual
Document | Comment Comment Text
Number Number

However, the RMP/EIS does not incorporate at an adequate level the
mentioned methods, Additional information is needed throughout the RMP/EIS
to substantiate BLM findings as they relate to wildlife.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: The quality and quantity of seasonal ranges and 2025
part2a part2a-135 | migration corridors are generally considered to be the limiting factors on big
game populations in the Planning Area. The ability of these areas to support
populations is a factor in determining population levels. COMMENT: Provide
historic and current vegetation data that validate the claim that quality and
quantity of seasonal ranges and migration corridors are generally considered to
be the limiting factors on big game populations in the Planning Area.

10262 10262 METHOD/ASSUMPTION: Wildlife habitats being protected are generally in 2025
part2a part2a-136 | desired natural condition and those being managed are being managed toward
a more desirable condition. COMMENT: Define qualitatively and quantitatively
generally in desired natural condition.

10262 10262 As noted in comments for Chapter 2 “ Big Game, the LGCA ardently disagrees 2025
part2a part2a-137 | that the challenges facing big game were properly described. While it may be
true that the BLM does identify the aforementioned challenges, the RMP/EIS
fails to disclose, both qualitatively and quantitatively, poor habitat conditions,
habitat fragmentation, disease, increased development and urbanization,
hunter access, and impacts to key forage species from livestock and wild horse
grazing. @ For proper analysis in Chapter 4, the variables must be segregated
and measurement indicators constructed for each variable so that effects can
be properly analyzed. Merely identifying challenges is inadequate. As the
RMP/EIS is currently written, the LGCA cannot find a means of understanding
and evaluating current big game challenges, how they differ from historic
conditions, or how if any of the alternatives will work to make conditions better
or worse for big game.

10262 10262 the LGCA can find no science-based rationale to support the RMP/EIS 2025
part2a part2a-138 | conclusion that big game behavior or populations may be altered in the long
term at some level of development given that winter disturbance is precluded in
all alternatives by a TLS or a NSO (Alternative C).

10262 10262 Unlike the Bighorn RMP, most management agencies in the west do not 2025
part2a part2a-141 | spatially allocate elk parturition areas. So, a logical question is whether those
{few) elk populations in which calving areas were protected performed better
than other populations? The LGCA sincerely doubts that the BLM will find any
strong data-based correlation. Data from most western states indicated elk
populations increased substantially in the 1990s through the early 2000s. While
biclogists from the state wildlife management agencies do not necessarily agree
upon the reasons for the increase, the only variable common across the west
that might best explain those increases is milder-than-normal winter weather.
As wolves have re-colonized the west, elk and other big game behavior seems
to no longer follow predictable patterns, including well-published seasonal use
preferences. One thing biologists, ranchers, and hunters all agree upon is that
elk and other big game do not react as they have for the past century. If wolves
are pushing elk and other big game into unusual areas at different times of the
year, how will allocating elk and other big game parturition areas provide
improved protection to cows and calves if wolves do not allow animals to use
the areas for extended periods? Consequently, the inference that parturition
areas are somehow at risk in Alternative A is without scientific merit. More
importantly, even if there is a relationship between calf survival and TLSs in
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parturition areas {that has not been disclosed in the RMP/EIS), the TLSs in
Alternative A preclude disturbance during the late spring on parturition areas.
Thus, the RMP/EIS has no basis for inferring that ungulate parturition will be
affected by Alternative A.
10262 10262 Given that elk herds have been substantially above WGFD population goals for 2025
part2a part2a-142 | many years, it is difficult to conclude that existing levels of motorized
disturbance (as allowed in Alternative A) has had any demonstrated effect on
elk populations. There is research connecting winter disturbance to impacts on
elk populations (Toweill and Thomas 2002), but no citations were proffered in
Chapter 3 or in the aforementioned RMP/EIS discussion. It is suggested that the
BLM add the relevant scientific references and conclude something to the effect
that although the current high elk populations show no obvious adverse effects
from road-related disturbance, the literature does suggest that negative effects
from road use in the winter are possible.
10262 10262 Additionally, no research suggesting vehicle disturbance in elk parturition areas 2025
part2a part2a-143 | has any documented effect on elk calving success or calf survival. We suggest
that unless the BLM offers some pertinent research that the BLM should
remove the conclusion that unrestricted roads may affect elk parturition.
10262 10262 BR:6 - Please define environmental risks and associated impacts and describe 2025
part2a part2a-25 how they are measured temporally and spatially.
10262 10262 4074 - Define appropriate wildlife needs. 2025
part2a part2a-42
10262 10262 4077 - Alternative A, B, and D “There is no scientific research that suggests that 2025
part2a part2a-44 livestock grazing affects parturition areas during the birthing season. Further,
the parturition area concept is archaic due to predatory expansion. The LGCA
does not support livestock grazing restrictions in parturition areas. Alternative C
“The LGCA supports livestock grazing in parturition areas.
10262 10262 If Record #4077 was developed to address potential brucellosis impacts, the 2025
part2a part2a-45 LGCA recommends the following language, “BLM would consider
implementation, on a case by case basis, management actions jointly
recommended by wildlife managers, grazing permittees, and animal health
officials that would control the transmission of brucellosis.”
10262 10262 4083 - The LGCA strongly disagrees with Alternative B restrictions. Alternative A 2025
part2a part2a-50 | and D - Define case-by-case basis.
10262 10262 4084 - The LGCA disagrees with any parturition habitat designations. However, 2025
part2a part2a-51 if Record #4084 was developed to address potential brucellosis impacts, |
recommend the following language, "BLM would consider implementation, on a
case by case basis, management actions jointly recommended by wildlife
managers, grazing permittees, and animal health officials that would control the
transmission of brucellosis.”
10262 10262 The discussion in the RMP/EIS on habitat fragmentation is overly simplified and 2025
part2a part2a-92 | explicitly claims that (pg. 3-70): a contiguous 100,000-acre block of sagebrush
habitat is considered fragmented when a major highway is constructed within
the habitat, thereby bisecting the block. If, in this example, the highway bisects
the 100,000-acre block in half, the result of this fragmentation is two 50,000-
acre blocks of sagebrush habitat bisected by a highway. In making such a
statement, the RMP/EIS fails to provide a single reference that the construction
of a major highway through a 100,000 acre block will result in two separate
parcels of wildlife habitat. Additionally, the RMP/EIS could have cited many
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pieces of literature that cogently discuss the effects of fragmentation on wildlife
(Dobkin 1994; Faaborg et al. 1993), Instead, the RMP/EIS has not one citation
regarding fragmentation.

10262 10262 The RMP/EIS needs to quantify the degree to which the preceding statement is 2025
part2a part2a-93 | true (what percentage of wildlife populations in the Planning Area are
supported by private land). While it is true that wildlife is affected by
management of these non-BLM-administered lands, Blthe inverse is also true
that habitat on private lands is affected by BLM actions. Interestingly, while the
RMP/EIS discloses that when large working ranches are convertied) to
subdivisions to smaller ranchettes wildlife suffer habitat fragmentation and loss
of habitat, the RMP/EIS makes no attempt to quantify how BLM actions affect
the economic viability of working ranches. The BLM must disclose all connected
actions of how changes in grazing management plans affect the viability of
working ranches (Map 2).

10262 10262 The tone of the pronghorn discussion is typified by sweeping generalizations, 2025
part2a part2a-95 | identification of problems without supporting data, and viability characteristics
in the Planning Area without supporting data. An example of such is found on
pg. 3-96 of the RMP/EIS: Population projections for pronghorn generally have
been below objectives for several years, except where herds have access to
large areas of irrigated fields. This is partly due to adverse effects on the quality
of the shrub component of their pronghorn habitat in many ranges. Habitat
condition of many of the Wyoming big sagebrush communities associated with
pronghorn winter ranges is declining due to poor productivity, plant
recruitment, old age, and cheatgrass invasion that has out-competed native
herbaceous and sagebrush species. Declines in habitat quality also have
affected the reproduction and survival rates for pronghorn. Lower reproduction
and lower recruitment of young into populations has inhibited the ability of
herd populations to recover from declining numbers. The statement that
pronghorn have done well “where herds have access to large areas of irrigated
fields” lacks supporting data derived from field-verified surveys and monitoring.
For how long has this been occurring? Since the conversion of native land to
farmland? In the last 10, 20, or 30 years?

10262 10262 Further, the RMP/EIS must disclose where, how many acres, and to what 2025
part2a part2a-96 degree pronghorn populations are thriving as a result of irrigated private lands.
It is also necessary to describe if this phenomenon is exclusive to the Planning
Area or occurring throughout the West and why is it occurring. The statement
that the “(h)abitat condition of many of the Wyoming big sagebrush
communities associated with pronghorn winter ranges is declining due to poor
productivity, plant recruitment, old age, and cheatgrass invasion that has out-
competed sagebrush species” needs to be substantiated with data gathered in a
scientifically-accepted manner to support the conclusion. Specific data needed,
both historic and existing, include: How many acres of sagebrush have been lost
to dry and irrigated farming? Of lands still in sagebrush, how has the coverage
and age class distribution of sagebrush changed due to fire suppression?

10262 10262 The BLM, in their discussion of mule deer in the RMP/EIS, states the following 2025
part2a part2a-98 (pg. 3-97): (b)ecause of seasonal dependence on woody plant communities,
mule deer are generally declining in numbers due to a decline in habitat quality
and quantity. It is unclear how the BLM can make a statement such as the
preceding without providing evidence? Not only does the statement need
supporting data and scientific literature, but an explanation that this is the only
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variable negatively affecting mule deer. Data requested for inclusion in the final
RMP/EIS include: How many acres of sagebrush have been lost to dry and
irrigated farming? Of lands still in sagebrush, how has the coverage and age
class distribution of sagebrush changed due to fire suppression?

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-99

it is unclear how the RMP/EIS can conclude with certainty that mule deer are
generally declining in numbers due to a decline in habitat quality and quantity,
particularly without providing any data on habitat conditions (see Wildlife
Mitigations “ Grazing, Travel Management, and Mining and Energy
Development).

2025

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-119

While it is appreciated that the BLM is in compliance with the Consent Decree,
the LGCA's stated position is that wild horse populations should be further
reduced to atotal head that is at or near the minimum AML.

2030

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-82

4124 - Alternative B - The LGCA does not support 1- and 2-mile TLS restrictions
to protect raptors. There is no available science/research to suggest such a
buffer is necessary. Alternative D - The LGCA does not support a 1-mile buffer
around ferruginous hawk nests. Recognized science does not support such a
restrictive buffer as well. The BLM must provide and take a “hard look” at
scientific research before implementing such an extensive buffer zone.

2036

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-116

On May 11, 2011, the USFWS determined that the mountain plover does not
warrant listing as a threatened or endangered species throughout all or a
significant portion of its range. The RMP/EIS was compiled prior to the
determination and states (pg. 3-113): The mountain plover inhabits shortgrass
prairies and shrub-steppe habitats, both for breeding and wintering. This
species prefers areas with little vegetative cover for nesting, particularly prairie
dog towns. The species is now included on the BLM sensitive species list and is a
proposed threatened species under the ESA.

2041

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-117

In describing the vegetative nesting cover required, the dependency of
mountain plovers on disturbance including prairie dogs and grazing (Beauvais
and Smith 2003; Dechant et al. 2002b; Knopf and Wunder 2006; Manning and
White 2001) is understated in the document. As a disturbance-dependent
species, the RMP/EIS should acknowledge that mountain plover co-evolved with
heavy grazing by large bison and prairie dog populations. The RMP/EIS should
propose to promote heavy grazing regimes and to maintain or enhance prairie
dog populations, in areas identified as appropriate, to encourage mountain
plover sustainability (see Wildlife Mitigations - Grazing, Travel Management,
and Mining and Energy Development).

2041

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-83

4125 - The BLM has failed to recognize that the mountain plover co-evolved
with grazing ungulates. Mountain plovers are dependent on over-grazed
environments. Acknowledgment of such is requested by the LGCA and programs
should be implemented that incorporate grazing methods to promote mountain
plover.

2041

10262
part2a

10262
part2a-118

Where a position is taken is in the fact that the BLM fails to sufficiently describe
white- and black-tailed prairie dog life history in the Bighorn Basin. Due to this
failing, the LGCA declares that the BLM must revise the white- and black-tailed
prairie dog section with the following information and data: Current habitat
condition and population density; Historic habitat condition and population
density; National distribution; Plague and predation and its effects on white-
and black-tailed prairie dog; Relationship to obligate species (e.g. burrowing
owls and black-footed ferrets); Distribution and connectivity of prairie dog
towns in the Bighorn Basin; Relationship with grazing (positive and negative) To

2042
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address the white- and black-tailed prairie dog issue, the LGCA has developed a
mitigation that instructs the BLM on how to proceed going forward in
consideration of these two species met (see White- and Black-tailed Prairie Dog
Mitigation - Grazing).
10262 10262 Again, the conclusion may be true, but no supporting data showing existing 2042
part2a part2a-121 | conditions, desired conditions, measurement indicators, or site-specific actions
to be taken are disclosed in 2.5 - Alternatives Summary, 2.6 - Detailed
Descriptions of Alternatives by Resource, and/or Chapter 3 - Affected
Environment.
10262 10262 As with big game and greater sage-grouse, there is no discussion of predation 2042
part2a part2a-122 | and predators.
10262 10262 BR:7.3 - Define “environmental hazards, risks, and impacts.” Management 2042
part2a part2a-57 should be compatible with multiple uses and stakeholder interests.
10262 10262 BR:7.4 - The LGCA fully supports “providing multiple use management.” Define 2042
part2a part2a-58 “sufficient undisturbed” and “minimally disturbed” habitats.
10262 10262 4114 - Describe and define activities that will “promote the maintenance and 2042
part2a part2a-77 improvement of habitat quantity and quality.”
10262 10262 3. The BLM will change the definition of surface-disturbing activity to remove 2054
part2a part2a-9 disturbance of endemic vegetation. Surface-disturbing activities should only
include uses that remove non-renewable resources such as top soil, sand and
gravel etc. This definition implies that use of herbivory is a surface disturbing
activity. Ecosystems eveolved with herbivory use which is a renewable resource
and its use should not be considered surface-disturbing activities. Surface
Disturbing Activities: These are Public Land resource uses/activities that disturb
remove the endemic vegetation, surface geologic features, and/or surface/near
surface soil resources beyond ambient site conditions. Examples of surface-
disturbing activities include: construction of well pads and roads, pits and
reservoirs, pipelines and power lines. and most types of vegetation treatments
(e.g., prescribed fire, etc.). NOTE: Some resource uses, commodity production
and other actions that remove vegetative growth, geologic materials, or seils
(e.g., livestock grazing, wildlife browsing, timber harvesting, sand and gravel
pits, etc.) are allowed, and in some instances formally authorized, on the Public
Lands. When utilized as a land use restriction {e.g., No Surface Disturbing
Activities), this phrase prohibits all resource use or activity, except those uses
and activities that are specifically authorized, likely to disturb the endemic
vegetation, surface geologic features, and surface/near surface soils.
10262 10262 Additionally, as it pertains to greater sage-grouse, guidance in Executive Order 2069
part2a part2a-115 | 2011-5, issued by Wyoming Governor Matthew Mead on June 2, 2011, which
recognizes only Core Areas and provides adaptive management principles for
the species, shall be implemented by the BLM. Unequivocally, the LGCA
supports Executive Order 2011-5. It is the firm opinion of the LGCA that the BLM
will adopt Executive Order 2011-5 as management guidance for greater sage-
grouse in the Bighorn Basin.
10262 10262 4107 - The LGCA does not support BLM-designated Key Areas. Guidance in 2069
part2a part2a-74 Executive Order 2011-5, issued by Wyoming Governor Matthew Mead on June
2, 2011, which recognizes only Core Areas, shall be implemented by the BLM.
10262 10262 4120 - Alternative A - The lek buffer should be extended to 0.6 mile. Alternative 2069
part2a part2a-79 D - The LGCA does not support BLM-designated Key Areas. Guidance in
Executive Order 2011-5, issued by Wyoming Governor Matthew Mead on June
B-76 Bighorn Basin Proposed RMVP and Finai EIS
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2, 2011, which recognizes only Core Areas, shall be implemented by the BLM.
10262 10262 4121 - Alternative D - The LGCA does not support BLM-designated Key Areas. 2069
part2a part2a-80 | Guidance in Executive Order 2011-5, issued by Wyoming Governor Matthew
Mead on June 2, 2011, which recognizes only Core Areas, shall be implemented
by the BLM.
10262 10262 4123 - Alternative B - The LGCA does not support BLM-designated Key Areas. 2069
part2a part2a-81 | Guidance in Executive Order 2011-5, issued by Wyoming Governor Matthew
Mead on June 2, 2011, which recognizes only Core Areas, shall be implemented
by the BLM. Further, the LGCA does not support restrictions of motorized
access. Alternative C and D - The LGCA does not support BLM-designated Key
Areas. Guidance in Executive Order 2011-5, issued by Wyoming Governor
Matthew Mead on June 2, 2011, which recognizes only Core Areas, shall be
implemented by the BLM.
10262 10262 The discussion of greater sage-grouse in the RMP/EIS Affected Environment is 2071
part2a part2a-113 | deficient, rendering impossible proper analysis of impacts disclosed in
Environmental Consequences. Again, as with big game, the RMP/EIS does not
include predation as a management challenge facing greater sage-grouse.
Certainly predation is one of many factors affecting greater sage-grouse in the
Bighorn Basin. In the opinion of the LGCA it is disingenuous of the BLM to not
include predation in the list of stressors affecting greater sage-grouse. The
contention of the LGCA is that failing to segregate the variables and identify
data-based quantifiable outputs makes it unattainable to quantitatively identify
effects.
10262 10262 Also, please disclose that greater sage-grouse co-evolved with intensive and 2071
part2a part2a-114 | extensive grazing from bison and that greater sage-grouse populations were
high during the 1950s and 1960s, a period when domestic livestock were grazed
at much higher stocking levels and under less-restrictive (season-long) grazing
systems then those applied in the Planning Area today. Thus, attributing
declines in greater sage-grouse to grazing is disingenuous. Failing to disclose the
ecological relationship between greater sage-grouse and natural disturbance
processes (bison grazing) severely biases the analysis for assessing effects on
greater sage-grouse from grazing (see Wildlife Mitigations - Core and Key Areas,
Grazing, Travel Management, and Mining and Energy Development).
10262 10262 4096 - Define restore and the effects to multiple uses and permittees 2071
part2a part2a-68
10262 10262 4098 - Define “manage.” Describe in detail the method used in determining 2071
part2a part2a-69 “ecological site descriptions.”
10262 10262 4101 - Disclose those areas with less than 5% sagebrush cover that will be 2071
part2a part2a-70 restored. What temporal scale is being used to determine historic levels?
10262 10262 4109 - Disclose where strategic locations are in the Bighorn Basin. How are 2071
part2a part2a-75 | strategic locations determined?
10262 10262-18 Resource management challenges identified by the BLM are subjective and 2054
overly qualitative. Consequently, groundless management challenges® may lead
t0 unnecessary constraints that adversely impact local governments,
stakeholders, and multiple uses.
10262 10262-69 To be factual and accurate, the RMP/EIS should title the sections Assumptions[ 2054
and remove Methods.@ The term method suggests that it is a standard
operating procedure carried out numerous times previously in the biological,
physical, and social sciences for deriving an endpoint. As such, the method has
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been published, tested by researchers and scientists, and substantiated as a
best method. In the case of the RMP/EIS, the endpeint should be an effects
conclusion. Yet, the supposed methods in the RMP/EIS are not clear,
referenced, or appreciably used to make effects determinations.

10263 10263-37 With respect to Carter Mountain ACEC, management proposed under 2001
Alternative D is confusing, inconsistent and unnecessary. On one hand, surface
disturbing activities would be allowed provided they can be mitigated under
Record 7054 while the area would be administratively unavailable to oil and gas
leasing under Record 7058. Given the fact that surface activities would be
allowed provided the alpine tundra can be protected and mitigated, there is no
justification for withdrawing the area from mineral leasing

10263 10263-19 The DEIS improperly reflects a single reference point, monitoring Yellowstone 2009
National Park Carbon Monoxide (CO) levels, during 2005, (Ref. Chapter 3, Table
3-3). It is incongruous that Yellowstone National Park was chosen to monitor CO
emissions for the Bighorn Basin because conditions couldn’t be more dissimilar

10263 10263-20 Additional questions that arise from the use of Yellowstone National Park for 2009
this data point: What time of year did this monitoring occur? Was it during
winter time when automobile exhaust is nearly non-existent? Was it during the
summer months when the Park has an estimated 3 million visitors and their
associated transportations visit the park? Future air standards, alternatives, or
future applications of monitoring must be based on actual science that includes
statistically relevant, quantitative data obtained within the planning area itself

10263 10263-1 Page ES-1, 1.2.2 Purpose, et al., the DEIS indicates in that valid existing rights 2013
will be recognized. Comment: We are concerned that no explanation of what
constitutes valid existing lease rights and how they relate to new land use
decisions has been provided. We recommend that BLM clearly state in the Final
EIS that the new restrictions proposed in the Preferred Alternative will not apply
to lands already under oil and gas lease. Moreover, it must be made clear that
BLM has no authority to impose these new restrictions through Conditions of
Approval (COA) on applications for permit to drill {(APD) if they would abrogate
the valid existing lease rights. These principles are particularly important given
the fact that discussions about new protections for national historic trails and
expansion of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) could very much
impose significant limitations on existing leases that were not anticipated at the
time the leases were acquired from the federal government in good faith. Such
qualifiers are consistent with current rules and policies of the BLM and must be
clearly disclosed in the planning documents. An acceptable example of
appropriate language is included in the Rawlins RMP adopted in 2008, page 20.
10263 10263-2 Page 4, Chapter 4, Assumptions Common to All Analyses - An oil and gas lease 2013
grants the lessee the “right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove and
dispose of all oil and gas deposits” in the leased lands, subject to the terms and
conditions incorporated in the lease (BLM Form 3100-11, Lease for Qil and Gas).
Because the Secretary of the Interior has the authority and responsibility to
protect the environment within federal oil and gas leases, the BLM imposes
restrictions on the lease terms.Comment: We recommend clarification of this
language to recognize the fact that lease stipulations are only subject to change
prior to lease issuance. Once a lease has been issued, stipulations may not be
legally modified absent voluntary agreement by the lessee. Therefore, in
accordance with 43 CFR 3101 and federal court case law, we recommend that
BLM clearly disclose its limited authority to add conditions of approval to a
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drilling permit, i.e., conditions must remain consistent with the terms of the
issued lease.
10263 10263-3 The DEIS ignores BLM policy that states "the least restrictive stipulation that 2013

effectively accomplished the resource objectives or uses for a given alternative
should be used." Therefore, it is necessary to demonstrate that less restrictive
measures were considered but found insufficient to protect the resources
identified. A statement that there are conflicting resource values or uses does
not justify the application of restrictions. Discussion of the specific requirements
of a resource to be safeguarded, along with a discussion of the perceived
conflicts between it and oil and gas activities must be provided. Clearly, an
examination of less restrictive measures must be a fundamental element of a
balanced analysis and documented accordingly in the draft EIS.

10263 10263-38 Page 2-54, Record 2014, “On lands with an NSO restriction, allow only casual 2013
use geophysical exploration.”Comment: Acknowledging the fact that
geophysical operations have very low to zero impacts on the environment, in
August 2007 the Department of Interior included in its NEPA Manual a
categorical exclusion {CX) for geophysical operations that do not involve road
construction. All such geophysical activities are categorized as “casual use.” This
distinction should be clarified in the FEIS and provision should be made to grant
CXs in these circumstances.

10263 10263-15 Record #4082 allows BLM to apply discretionary seasonal wildlife protections on 2020
a case-hby-case basis. As discussed above, some maintenance and operation of
developed projects must not be subject to seasonal wildlife protections under
any circumstances. The term case-by-case basis is used throughout the DEIS
pertaining to the application of additional conditions or restrictions. As
previously explained, under some circumstances (e.g. certain areas or certain
activities) the application of conditions or limitations is not appropriate (e.g.
Record #4082). As such, we recommend BLM specifically identify areas where
BLM will be able to apply seasonal wildlife protections on a case-by-case basis,
and limit the use of case-by-case determinations to areas where application of
protections is warranted and appropriate

10263 10263-12 A comparison of big game crucial winter range and parturition habitat identified 2022
in the RMP to WGFD Big Game CHPAs reveals that the BLM’s habitat areas are
much more expansive throughout the Project Area, especially along the eastern,
western (including the Absaroka Front Management Area), and southern
boundaries of the Project Area. We understand the value of protecting crucial
wildlife habitat. However, in light of this discrepancy it is difficult to justify the
extent of big game crucial winter range and parturition habitat under all
alternatives in the BHB RMP. As such, we suggest BLM re-evaluate the
designation of big game crucial winter range and parturition habitat locations,
and reduce the size of these areas such that they are consistent with WGFD Big
Game CHPA’s. A map and narrative description of WGFD Habitat Priority Areas
in the Cody Region is available on-line at:
http://gf.state.wy.us/habitat/PriorityAreas/Cody/index.asp

10263 10263-31 All references to Wild Lands must be removed from the planning documents in 2027
view of Congress’s 2011 Continuing Resolution which prohibited BLM from
moving forward with designations of any Wild Lands

10263 10263-26 BLM fails to recognize the beneficial impact of produced water discharges in 2031
stabilizing ephemeral and intermittent stream channels through creation of
riparian zones, thus reducing natural erosion. Good examples of this
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phenomenon are very evident in the Cottonwood, Gooseberry, Kirby Creek, and
Dry Creek drainages. We believe BLM has overemphasized the potential erosion
problems in ephemeral drainages caused by produced water. BLM has omitted
the fact that, in most instances, the presence of produced water has actually
stabilized stream banks on ephemeral and intermittent waters by creating and
enhancing riparian zones and wetlands. Surface water discharges create
thousands of acres of wetlands in the Bighorn Basin. These wetlands and
riparian zones provide tremendous benefits to wildlife and waterfowl in the arid
interior of the Basin.

10263 10263-27 The WEPP model estimate that with no disturbance there would only be trace 2031
amounts of runoff, seems to disregard the amount of natural runoff
experienced in the interior of the basin during snow melt or precipitation
events. The badland topography and the clay content of soils in the Bighorn
Basin can result in significant amounts of natural runoff and erosion from areas
like McCullough Peaks, 15 Mile and other badland areas of the basin, which
have very minimal human disturbance.

10263 10263-28 Chapter 4, Part 4.1.4.3, Page 4-30 “Water management plans for surface 2031
discharges of produced water would include reclamation strategies, mitigation,
and monitoring to track changes in receiving channels and to minimize adverse
impacts to watershed health.” COMMENT: Does this statement mean that the
BLM intends to start requiring Water Management Plans for WPDES discharges
in the Bighorn Basin? If so, would this requirement be for existing surface
discharges, or only for proposed new surface discharges?

10263 10263-29 Chapter 4, Part 4.1.4.3 Page 4-31 “Adverse impacts on surface water quality 2031
from the introduction of these components of produced water would be
minimized, but not eliminated, under all alternatives by following standard
practices, BMPs, and guidelines for surface disturbing activities. The properties
of produced water can vary depending on the location of the producing well
and the oil and gas formation, which will influence the application of BMPs and
other measures intended to safeguard water quality.” COMMENT: How does
the BLM plan to minimize impacts on surface water quality from components of
produced water? As previously stated the Wyoming DEQ permits WPDES
discharges and promulgates and enforces water quality standards. It is not the
duty, nor the legal authority of the BLM to set water quality standards or to
issue WPDES permits

10263 10263-30 Chapter 4, Part 4.1.4.3 Page 4-32 “Stormwater Discharge Plans to reduce 2031
impacts; restoring healthy plant communities and vegetative cover after surface
disturbance in a timely fashion; confoerming BLM actions to Wyoming DEQ water
quality standards, enforcement, and remediation; and participating in the
development and implementation of local watershed management plans
and/or total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) with interested stakeholders and the
Wyoming DEQ.” COMMENT: What is meant by “conforming BLM actions to
Wyoming DEQ water quality standards, enforcement, and remediation?” As
previously stated the Wyoming DEQ permits WPDES discharges and
promulgates and enforces water quality standards.

10263 10263-36 Page 3-139, Types of Intrusions The DEIS points out, “Visual intrusions on BLM- 2032
administered lands in the Planning Area include oil and gas fields, bentonite
mining, the network of roads and highways, powerlines and various facilities
needed to support mineral development, recreation, range improvements, and
other facilities and infrastructure. Overall, development in the Planning Area
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has left a small footprint and has not substantially changed the visual character
of the area.” Page 2-103, Records 5052Comment: Despite the “small footprint”
left by the variety of development activities that have occurred within the
planning area, BLM proposes to substantially revise its Visual Resource
Management (VRM) categories to be excessively restrictive under Alternatives B
and D. However, none of these proposed management changes are warranted
as evidenced by BLM'’s analysis summary noted above.

10263 10263-13 Based on the USFWS's recent findings and determination regarding the
mountain plover, the stipulations and protections imposed for the mountain
plover under the Management Action #4125 and the Chapman Bench ACEC is
no longer warranted or scientifically justified. The USFWS has determined that
the mountain plover is not threatened or endangered, has widespread habitats,
has adapted to many human activities, and likely will not be impacted by human
land use changes in the foreseeable future. The common occurrence of
mountain plover in existing oil fields indicates that this species has adapted well
to oil field conditions. As a result, special management and protection of the
mountain plover under Alternative D (implement conservation measures and
manage for the retention and success of mountain plover), Alternative C (apply
TLS to protect mountain plover habitat), Alternative B (implement conservation
measures and manage Chapman Bench ACEC to protect mountain plover), and
Alternative A (implement conservation measures for mountain plover) is not
justified. Therefore, we advocate the elimination of special management and
protection for the mountain plover as currently proposed under Management
Action #4125 and the Chapman Bench ACEC.

2041

10263 10263-14 By definition the sensitive species designation includes species that could easily
become endangered or extinct in the state (BLM Manual 6840). Criteria for
designating sensitive species include species: under status review, numbers are
declining so rapidly that Federal listing may be necessary, populations are small
or widely dispersed, or that inhabit ecological refugia or other specialized or
unique habitats (BLM Manual 6840). The mountain plover does not meet any of
these criteria. As such, it is essential for BLM to remove the mountain plover
from the sensitive species list and eliminate protections afforded to the
mountain plover in the BHB RMP based on its status as a sensitive species.

2041

10263 10263-23 Chapter 4, Part 4.1.3.1, Page 4-14 Both the Disturbed WEPP and WEPP Road
modules are limited to four soil textures (clay loam, silt loam, sandy loam, and
loam). The WEPP analysis used a loam soil texture for all erosion predictions.
COMMENT: Is loam soil the best soil texture to use for WEPPP modeling in the
Bighorn Basin (BHB). Since most soils in the interior of the BHB contain a lot of
clay (bentonite), should clay loam be used for modeling purposes rather than a
loam soil?

2045

10263 10263-24 It is unclear whether the WEPP model, which is used to predict erosion rates
and runoffs, is calibrated to account for installation and implementation of Best
Management Practices required by the Wyoming DEQ under the Stormwater
Construction Permitting Program, which essentially requires no discharge of
pollutants (including soil) from the construction site.

2045

10263 10263-34 The Impact Analysis for Planning Model (IMPLAN) is a model using regional
analysis. However, the Bighorn Basin would be better analyzed using a more
geographic specific approach. For example, in Table X-1, IMPLAN identifies
regional oil and gas well numbers including coalbed natural gas. There has been
very limited exploration and marketable sales from coalbed natural gas

2046
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development in the Bighorn Basin. It appears the model may be using the entire
state of Wyoming for a regional model. It is precisely because of the use of data
like this that has no bearing on oil and gas development in the Bighorn Basin
and makes the reported information and findings flawed.
10263 10263-5 Alternative C exempts OGMAs from discretionary wildlife seasonal stipulations, 2050

including big game and sage grouse stipulations. However, under Alternative D,
OGMAs are only exempt from discretionary big game seasonal stipulations.
Other wildlife stipulations (i.e. non-big game stipulations), such as sage grouse
stipulations will still apply within OGMAs. As a result, under Alternative D,
OGMAs located within Key Habitat Areas (KHA) will still be subject to KHA
stipulations for sage grouse protection and other non-big game stipulations,
which may be very limiting on existing oil and gas units. This is inconsistent with
BLM'’s intent to manage OGMAs primarily for exploration and development of
oil and gas resources

10263 10263-6 BLM defines OGMAs as areas containing existing fields that are already 2050
disturbed by development. EQ 2011- 5 states that “areas already disturbed or
approved for development within Core Population Areas prior to August 1, 2008
are not subject to new sage-grouse stipulations with the exception existing
operations may not initiate activities resulting in new surface occupancy within
0.6 mile perimeter of a sage-grouse lek (EQ 2011-5, Attachment B, paragraph
11).” EO 2011-5 further states that “[i]t is assumed that activities existing in
Core Population Areas prior to August 1, 2008 will not be managed under Core
Population Area stipulations. Examples of existing activities include oil and gas,
mining, agriculture” and other uses that were in place prior to the development
of the Core Population Areas. Provided these activities are within a defined
project boundary (such as a recognized federal oil and gas unit, drilling and
spacing unit, etc.) they should be allowed to continue within the existing
boundary, even if the use exceeds recommended stipulations recognizing that
all applicable federal actions shall continue (EQ 2011-5, pg. 2, Item 2). As such,
existing fields within the BHB Plan Area (including those within KHAs) that were
disturbed or approved for development prior to August 1, 2008, must not be
subject to sage grouse stipulations if BLM desires to achieve consistency with
EQ 2011-5. Application of KHA sage grouse stipulations to pre-2008 fields
conflicts with EO 2011-5.

10263 10263-11 Based on the statistics quoted above, there are 136,433 more acres 2054
administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing under Alternative D than
Alternative A (i.e. under current management). However, no discussion or
justification has been provided in the DEIS for this discrepancy. Increasing the
acreage administratively unavailable will decrease management flexibility in the
Plan Area.

10263 10263-16 BLM cites the West Tavaputs Plateau Natural Gas Full Field Development Plan 2054

Draft EIS (2008), Glossary for the definition of disruptive activity in the BHB
Draft RMP. However, disruptive activity is not defined in this document.

10263 10263-32 For nearly a century, oil and gas has a favorable history of responsible 2054
environmental operations that have been well-managed by both industry and
the BLM - something in which the cil and gas community takes pride. Despite
these efforts, the four alternatives for the RMP could result in moderate to
drastic changes socially and economically. The Bighorn Basin Resource Alliance
(BHBRA), an affiliate of the Natural Resource Growth Coalition (NRGC), as part
of this coalition compiled detailed information to assist with determining the
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best alternative. The information produced by the BHBRA is contained in the
Bighorn Basin Resource Alliance Economic Revenue Report (BHBRA-ERR) and
comes mostly from the Wyoming Department of Revenue, the Wyoming
Department of Employment and the U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. This report
can be accessed here: Bighorn Basin Resource Alliance Economic Revenue
Report. By way of this letter, we formally incorporate the report in our
comments by reference, and further request that the BLM review the report as
part of the comments analysis process

10263 10263-33 The quality of life for all citizens in the Bighorn Basin is enhanced by
employment opportunities, many of which are found from public land use. The
Coalbed Natural Gas Alliance {NRGC’s predecessor) hired Moore Informaticon in
November of 2008 to better understand how Wyoming viewed oil and gas
development. 400 registered Wyoming voters were sampled with a 95 percent
confidence interval and a plus or minus 5 percent confidence ratio. Please click
here to access the CBNGA poll. By way of this letter, we formally incorporate
the poll results in our comments by reference, and further request that the BLM
review the poll results as part of the comments analysis process.

2054

10263 10263-35 Alternative D is not much of an improvement in that it proposes to limit surface
disturbing activities within either three or five miles of cultural sites. The DEIS
provides no information to justify the need for the excessive management
proposed, especially since the BLM’s proposal greatly exceeds the % mile
buffers required by federal law.

2054

10263 10263-25 It appears reclamation plans will be required under Alternative D for surface
disturhing activities associated with minerals development. Will this require
submission and approval of a reclamation plan, prior to APD approval? If so, we
question the need for a reclamation plan for all oil and gas wells. Moreover, if a
reclamation plan is necessary in certain areas with highly erosive soils and
limited reclamation potential; it is necessary for BLM to have consistent
standards and a formal review period with a mandatory approval/rejection
timeline.

2060

10263 10263-4 The RFD also fails to contemplate and plan for the utilization of Enhanced Qil
Recovery (EOR) via CO2 injection that is anticipated to occur in existing oil fields
within the BHB. The use of EQOR/CQ2 injection is expected to occur in existing oil
fields within the BHB over the next several years as some fields initiate tertiary
recovery. Consequently, oil production in existing fields within the BHB is also
anticipated to increase due to the efficiency of EOR. EOR is, and will be an
important element of ¢il production inthe BHB and should be properly
accounted for in the BHB RMP.

2061

10263 10263-10 EO 2011-5“ For activities outside of Core Population Areas, no more than a %
mile NSO standard and a 2-mile seasonal buffer should be applied to occupied
leks. Additionally, incentives to enable development of all types outside Core
Population Areas should be established, including stipulation waivers, even if it
results in reduced numbers of sage grouse outside of Core Population Areas (EO
2011-5, pg. 3, tem 7). As such, EQ 2011-5 merely establishes a maximum NSO
standard and seasonal buffer for occupied leks that may be applied outside of
Core Areas. It does not mandate the application of any stipulations outside of
Core Areas. Alternative D “ BLM applies much more restrictive stipulations
outside of Key Habitat Areas, including: CSU within % mile of leks, TLS within %4
mile of leks March 1 to May 15, and TLS in connectivity habitat or within 2-miles
of any lek in nesting/early brood rearing habitat (Table 2-5, pg. 2-84, 2-85).

2069
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10263 10263-7 KHAs designated by BLM are inconsistent with the State of Wyoming’s Core 2069
Areas. If the intent of BLM is to obtain and maintain consistency between KHAs
and the State of Wyoming’s Core Areas, then why are KHAs identified in this
RMP different than Core Areas provided for in Wyoming EQ 2011-5, Attachment
A (Sage-Grouse Core Breeding Areas Version 3)? Figure Q-1 of the RMP clearly
illustrates the discrepancies between Sage-Grouse Core Breeding Areas Version
3 and KHAs.
10263 10263-8 there are 71,241 more acres of KHA (1,857,485) than acres of Core Areas 2069

(1,786,244) located within the total planning area. What are the justification
and scientific reasoning for expanding KHAs and changing KHA boundaries from
Core Area boundaries?

10263 10263-9 sage grouse stipulations Under Alternative D are not consistent with 2071
stipulations provided for under EQ 2011-5: Core Areas/Key Habitat Areas -
Seasonal Use: Leks. Under EO 2011-5 - Activity will be allowed from July 1 to
March 14 (i.e. not be allowed from March 15 to June 30) outside of the 0.6 mile
perimeter of a lek in Core Population Areas where breeding, nesting and early
brood-rearing habitat is present (EQ 2011-5, pg. 9, Item 3). Alternative D - BLM
extends this seasonal use restriction by two weeks, placing TLS on surface
disturbing activities on nesting/early brood rearing habitat from March 1 to
June 30 (Table 2-5, pg. 2-84).

10263 10263-18 Finally, as also recognized by the AQ MQU, the CEQ regulations implementing 2009_1
NEPA do not require agencies to develop information that is not reasonably
available; see 40 C.F.R. A§ 1502.22. Rather, when faced with a situation where
there is incomplete information, the agency is only required to inform the
public of the unavailability of these data and explain why it would not be
practical to develop such data as part of the planning process. Given the lack of
emissions data or other information regarding air quality in the Planning Area,
we recommend that BLM provide the public with the reasons it would not be
appropriate to develop an air quality model at this time.

10263 10263-21 There are no scientific data compendiums in the form of graphs, tables, or 2009_1
otherwise within the proposed RMP/EIS to quantify or substantiate any data
regarding HAPs in the planning area. The air pellution emissions listed therein
are regulated by the WDEQ for oil and gas operators within the planning area.
10263 10263-22 The air quality analysis implied in Alternatives B and D requires quantitative air 2009_1
quality modeling. However, the RMP used methods and assumptions regarding
impacts for all alternatives using a qualitative emission comparison approach
for this assessment (Appendix U, page 9).

10264 10264-1 Page 2-29, 2-34, Table 2-5, Page 2-73, etc. Throughout this document, BLM 2002
refers to Class | and Class 2 trout fisheries for added protection. We support
these proposals for added protection, but need to clarify our trout ranking
system. A class number ranking is no longer used by the WGFD and is sometime
confused with a numbering system used by the WDEQ, Our department ranks
streams using a color system. Blue and Red ribbon streams are those that
produce the highest quality trout fishery based upon biomass. These blue and
red ribbon trout waters are considered of National and Regional importance,
respectively. We suggest changing all references to Class | fisheries to blue and
all class 2 fisheries to red ribbon trout fisheries.

10264 10264-20 Page 3-90In paragraph 2, the reference to focused management on "Snake 2002
River Cutthroat" should be deleted. Our management of Snake River Cutthroat
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in BLM waters is very limited in the Cody Region.

10264 10264-21 Page 3-92(top of page) "The effects of drought can be quickly reversed in
streams with a return to more normal weather patterns, but higher flows will
not remedy the continued siltation of reservoirs." We recommend changing the
sentence to read "The effects of drought can be quickly reversed in streams
with a return to more normal weather patterns, however higher stream flows
may improve stream pool habitat but will not remedy the continued siltation of
reservoirs."

2002

10264 10264-26 Page 4-159In the first bullet near the end of the sentence, we recommend
adding the words "deep pools" after the word streamflows.

2002

10264 10264-27 Page 4-164Under Special Designations, reference is made to benefits to water
quality by restricting surface-disturbing activities and pesticide applications for
the Spanish Point Karst. We would like clarification as to the broad use of the
word pesticide in this case. If pesticide application is to mean restricting the use
of piscicides on streams with similar stream features, this action could greatly
reduce our ability to remove non-native fish species for Yellowstone Cutthroat
restoration. We suggest this be clarified by adding the words "(excluding fish
piscicides) after the word "application" in the first sentence.

2002

10264 10264-4 Page 2-68, Record # 4036In alternative D we recommend changing "fishery" to
"aquatic".

2002

10264 10264-17 Page 2-162, Record # 6281Appendix WA is an important component of the
livestock grazing section of the RMP. We suggest adding the following language
to this management action: "Grazing plans should use the utilization levels
specified in Appendix W.

2011

10264 10264-29 Appx P Appendix P seems to show that no allotments failed Standards P and
Guidelines {no "N" in the "Progress" column). This is not our understanding.

2011

10264 10264-5 Spatial habitat designations such as crucial ranges, migration routes, raptor
nests, and sage grouse wi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>